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ABSTRACT:
This study examines Northside, a mixed-use industrial community in Brooklyn, New York, in order to
evaluate the feasibility of integrating industrial uses more tightly into inner-city locations. Current
discussions on the topic maintain that industries are becoming smaller, cleaner, and more environmentally
compatible. These factors should make them friendlier neighbors to non-industrial uses, such as housing, by
providing local jobs and business networks, and by enhancing neighborhood activity. This study asks
whether or not, and to what extent the integration of industry and housing in urban areas can be planned in a
sustainable manner. It uses Northside as the primary framework for this discussion.
To evaluate how well mixed-use has worked for industries and residents in this community, this study uses
qualitative and quantitative data to understand Northside's planning and zoning evolution, its industrial
make-up, and its neighborhood characteristics. The study considers additional factors which may challenge
this mixture. including a growing awareness of environmental impacts, new economic pressures, and a new
planning agenda from the City which would validate residential conversions. These factors could-make the
presence of industry in urban communities like Northside more and more exceptional.
The conclusion of this study is a response to current discussions on industrial communities. It offers a
perspective on when this model makes sense, and a description of measures that planners should consider to
mitigate environmental, economic, and representational conflicts that industries may face when surrounded
by other uses. Lastly, it provides a revised framework for evaluating when and how the industrial
community can be truly sustainable.
Thesis Supervisor: Karl Seidman
Title: Lecturer, Department of Urban Studies and Planning
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Introduction:
This study explores the issue of mixed-use zoning as a tool for economic reinvestment in
urban areas. It focuses on the Northside district of Williamsburg, an area well known for its tight
integration of industry and housing.
Planners have long idealized industrial communities like Northside. They engender social
and economic activity in urban areas, and promote efficient land use patterns by providing new
opportunities urban development. Walking to work is a way of life in these communities.
Collaboration between businesses and residents is common. In theory, industry and residents
accept one another despite economic and environmental incompatibilities. For all of these reasons,
a collection of interest groups in New York City has encouraged new planning initiatives that would
support the creation of such neighborhoods.
To illustrate recent interest in this model, I will briefly highlight planning efforts in
Brooklyn's Red Hook and Boston's South End. Both of these efforts aim to reestablish a mixture
of industry and housing. Turning to Northside, the major focus of this study, I will evaluate the
triumphs and challenges it has faced as an organic mixed-use community. Northside's blend of
industry and housing has persisted out of unique circumstances, and may soon be compromised by
economic change. I conclude that a sustainable industrial community requires close scrutiny and
careful regulatory measures from planners if it is to be preserved over time.
In the first chapter of this study, Discussions on the Industrial Community, I illustrate
renewed interest in this model by highlighting two efforts to recreate the industrial community in
other neighborhoods. I follow with a presentation of arguments that constitute the major advantages
and disadvantages of the mixed-use model. This will open the debate for a deeper look at the
competing factors that have preserved and challenged Northside's mixture of industry and housing.
The second chapter of this study, The Evolution of the Industrial Community, will
chronicle the forces that brought Northside through an age of industrial prosperity and decline to
the present day. It will explore the evolution that resulted in a blend of disparate uses, and
unsuccessful efforts to segregate industry from housing. The City's final zoning text, which
formalized this mixed-use district, was a coping mechanism that anticipated long-term change. It
was not a vision for urban economic revitalization.
The third chapter, The Redefined Working Community, defines Northside's evolving
industrial base, and its relationship with the neighborhood. Northside does not fully benefit from
the "advantages" of the industrial community that I articulated in Chapter One. Loosely defined
zoning regulations have permitted the existence of operations that do not contribute to a livable
neighborhood. Some of them have become targets of increasing residential hostility.
The fourth chapter, Change and Challenge, presents a qualitative look at economic change
in Northside and its probable effect on the neighborhood's industrial base. Northside's
advantageous location has attracted a wave of young residents as well as small industries. The
market for living space has tightened, invigorating property owners' desire to convert lofts into
residential units. In addition, poor track records among a few industries have caused a growing
number of residents to question the value of industry to their neighborhood. Proposed planning
measures would allow downzoning for residential expansion, as well as new box-retail
development.
The fifth and final chapter will present Concluding Perspectives on what may be the future
of industry in Northside. Many industries have remained here not because of, but in spite of
Northside's mixture of uses. The diversity of business types and dispersed ownership patterns may
protect firms in the near term. The evolving character of community interests, however, may
challenge the presence of industry in the long run. If industry is to be preserved in the mixed-use
community, the City must provide a regulatory framework that responds to both economic and
environmental incompatibilities.
As a last note, the author must acknowledge that factors contributing to industrial decline in
urban areas are deeply connected to international economic trends. While an important topic, it
extends beyond the framework of this study. Here, I have attempted to analyze industrial activity
from the perspective of local planning, which continues to play a role in economic development.
As industrial land and buildings in urban areas become fewer in number, planners must consider
regulatory measures that permit industries and jobs to remain available to the urban labor force.
Chapter One: Discussions on the Industrial Community
The Urban Industrial Community:
"Among planners... the great shibboleth... was formerly the glue factory. "Would you
want a glue factory in your neighborhood?" was the clincher. Why a glue factory I do
not know, except possibly that glue then meant dead horses and old fish, and the
reference could be counted upon to make nice people shudder and stop thinking. There
used to be a glue factory near us. It was in a small, attractive brick building and was
one of the cleanest-looking places on its block."'
The urban industrial community as a prototype is not a new idea. Since 1961, Jane Jacobs
has etched passages like this one into the minds of her readers. She urged that different uses, even
seemingly noxious ones like a glue factory, should remain part of the life-blood of urban
neighborhoods. Jacobs' reasoning was multi-tiered. In her distinctive fashion she addressed a
variety of issues associated with community vitality, economic development, and the effect of the
automobile on the inner city.
Among planners, architects and economic development professionals, Jacobs' ideas have
not gone in vain. Many believe this prototype is worth reconsidering as a policy tool for
reinvigorating urban communities, and for curbing development at the urban fringe. Current
discussions on the benefits of mixed-use communities rest on a handful of assumptions about the
changing nature of industry. Proponents also argue the economic advantages of business
proximity, and the social advantages gained by the community when uses are integrated. The
discourse is particularly germane to older cities like New York, which have been faced most
severely with economic shifts and the exodus of production-oriented activities from the urban core.
The Northside community in Brooklyn's Williamsburg district is a small area situated
directly across the East River from Manhattan's East Village. Northside evolved during the 18th
1 Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, 1961, p. 303.
century as a working community with a relatively tight mixture of industry and housing. In
physical form, this integration largely remains. To a number of planners, Northside is a model for
a particular economic development strategy, the mixed-use enabling strategy for urban economic
2
reinvestment.
"An understanding of the successes of mixed-use communities could lead to a different
kind of planning and development, an enabling strategy, that could extend the positive
factors of this model into new mixed-use communities, establishing a true economic
and social sustainability."0
In the following chapters, I take a more in-depth look at Northside to evaluate whether this
mixed-use community will continue to be truly sustainable. In the remainder of this section, I
present a brief look at two urban communities that have proposed a similar planning strategy for
economic reinvestment. I am presenting these cases to show that planners have considered the
model, and to introduce arguments commonly used for and against the model. These two areas
include a neighborhood in Boston's South End/Roxbury district, and Red Hook, also in Brooklyn.
The South End Case:
Boston's South End is an urban community that has recently attempted to recreate an "urban
manufacturing village" theme. With assistance from the Boston Redevelopment Authority,
community activists and planners put together the South End-Lower Roxbury Development Policy
Plan in 1990. The purpose of this effort was to bring life into a derelict part of the South End by
allowing small manufacturing operations and artists' work spaces to coexist with residential uses.
2 John Loomis, Manufacturing Communities, Primerfor an Empowerment Zone, 1994.
3 Ibid, p. 9.
BRA recommended this plan to the community partially to encourage new development in a
disenfranchised area.
Participants working on this plan looked towards artists as a resource. They believed that
artists would make the community a safer place, and bring a certain "cache" that would later attract
the business community. Today, the area contains a variety of production-oriented activity
including: textiles, food processing, recording studios, graphic designers, a large flower distribution
center, printing and publishing and a number of spin-off businesses. High technology firms, such
as Terradyne and North East Nuclear have located in the area, as well.
A recent survey on the neighborhood has found that many businesses are content with the
influx of new residents to the area; it has become safer. While real estate prices are rising, BRA
planners never intended for this mixture of uses to remain over the long term. They aimed for this
to be a community "in transition".4 Lenient restrictions on development, they argue, will foster
new economic activity, and will give business owners the opportunity to sell their land if and when
they decide to move.
The Red Hook Case:
Community leaders in the Red Hook district, south of Brooklyn Heights and Park Slope
have also recreated a mixed-use prototype through recent planning efforts. In the mid-19th
Century, Red Hook was a well known shipping community, and held an important position for
international trade. As industries began to leave New York, the area became increasingly isolated
and disinvested. It became known for its public housing and high crime rate. Today Red Hook has
4 Interview with James Kosteras, BRA, April, 1996.
approximately 11,000 residents -- half of its total population in 1950. As of 1994, about 23 percent
of Red Hook's land and buildings remained vacant.5
In mid-1994, a local planning committee and a few ad-hoc professionals finalized the draft
6
of a community-based 197-a plan to chart a path for Red Hook's social and economic future. A
major component of this plan was its focus on recreating a working class village.7 To this end, the
plan proposed rezoning about 20 blocks of the area to allow for the co-mingling of residential and
light industrial uses. Advocates for the plan argued that this would foster a safer, more connected,
and more lively working environment in Red Hook.
"We wish to promote industry that is compatible with the residential community while
maintaining the historic mixture of housing and industry in Red Hook. 8
Another purpose of mixing industry and housing was to foster jobs for local residents. The
plan suggested that the Community Board evaluate new industries on the basis of their ability to
generate new employment, and remain compatible with the neighborhood. Only industries that
would not require extensive trucking, chemicals, or heavy smells, the plan maintained, would be
considered for the area.
The particular emphasis on manufacturing in Red Hook's plan developed from awareness of
the community's small but growing cluster of artists and craftspersons. Production-oriented jobs
became the target of local job creation efforts, as the required skill levels for such operations
matched the skill level found in the community.
5 Community Board 6, Red Hook, A Planfor Community Regeneration, 1994 p. 29.
6 A 197-a plan is New York City's standard format for a neighborhood-based planning effort.
Upon completion, is presented to the Department of City Planning for approval.
Joe Sexton, Residents of a Brooklyn Enclave Create Their Own Renewal Plan, New York
Times, 1/29/94, 1:4.
8 Ibid.
To date, New York City's Department of City Planning has responded favorably to this
effort. It has proposed a generic mixed-use zoning district for Red Hook. The proposed by-law
allows residential uses to expand or be reconstructed in light manufacturing districts. New light
manufacturing uses are permitted as-of-right. The Department of City Planning has maintained that
the creation of these mixed-use zones would encourage local job creation, and 'facilitate
communities where people can live and work in close proximity."9 A number of business
representatives have challenged this initiative.
Opponents argue that mixing uses could exacerbate economic and environmental
incompatibilities, and may weaken the competitive edge of industries. Some believe that the new
employment opportunities created may not employ local residents. Others have argued flat out that
the Department of City Planning's new zoning text is a masked attempt to allow residential uses
and real estate speculation to overpower the city's traditional industrial employment base.
Proponents of the industrial community have relied on specific arguments about the
changing nature of industry and its importance to the inner-city economy. While planners'
intentions in the South End differed with those of Red Hook, both groups had to consider the
effects of integrating housing with industry. Start-up businesses may lose the opportunity to acquire
cheap real estate as these areas become targeted by local developers.
In the face of these efforts, a collection of planners and urbanists have continued to defend
the mixed-use industrial community model. They argue that a mixture of industry and housing is
both feasible and necessary to reinvigorate the inner city. A number of arguments have been used
to defend this ideal. Most fall under one of the following themes:
9 NYC Department of City Planning, Mixed-Use District and Related Zoning Text Amendments;
Environmental Assessment Statement, 1995, p.7.
Smaller, Cleaner Industries:
While none can deny that New York City has experienced dramatic loss in manufacturing
over the past few decades, recent studies have concluded that certain sectors have potential for
growth. A report issued for the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey concluded that
manufacturing in the greater New York region appeared to be more competitive among small scale
operations. "The key to an industrial renaissance in US cities lies not in large, traditional,
smokestack industries but in the nation's 20 million small manufacturing concerns, most of which
employ fewer than 50 workers."' 0 Some argue that these smaller firms have been creating the most
jobs of all sectors of manufacturing in recent years.1
One recent study concluded that there are hundreds of newly created smaller manufacturing
firms springing up each year in New York City." In all, 4,200 of such firms came into being
between 1985 and 1987 alone; about 90 percent were still alive in 1991.13 According to this study,
the long-term exodus of manufacturing jobs in New York City has finally ended -- in large part due
to the creation of these intimately sized businesses.
Advantages of the urban environment for small industries are evident. Smaller firms
require less horizontal space and can fit into irregular, vacated spaces in dense areas. In addition,
the smaller size of these firms frequently relates to their focus on greater customization and fast turn
around. Firms such as quilting operations, specialized furniture, glass products, and printing all fit
this description. While goods produced by these businesses may not be competitive in large scales
of mass production (i.e., for international markets), they have established themselves as a valued
10 Telesis, Inc., Strategic Audit of the NY/NJ Manufacturing Sector, prepared for the Port
Authority of New York and New Jersey, 1988.
"1 John Loomis, Manufacturing Communities, Places 10:1, p. 48.
12 Mitchell Moss, Made in New York: The Future of Manufacturing in New York City, 1994.
1 Eric Pooley, The Factory Factor, New York, May 1995.
component of a high-end local and regional market, where quality is of greater importance than
price and quantity.
The size and characteristics of these newer industries make them more compatible with
housing and commercial uses, as well. These are not the industries that produce excessive by-
products abutters find hazardous or disturbing. Rather, the intimacy of these businesses offers life
and texture, as well as jobs, to urban neighborhoods.
Connection to the Service Sector Economy:
Urbanists have found useful application of Michael Porter's argument that certain industries
have a "competitive advantage" in the inner city. Porter argues that firms in urban areas benefit by
having their production activities close to the service sector economy that patronizes them.14 These
markets are characterized by diverse preferences and rapidly shifting demands. Closer location to
buyers allows production-oriented firms to maintain contact, and frequently allows more
customized attention to specific needs in each order. A furniture manufacturer, for example, is able
to make 10 chairs for a cautious buyer instead of 100 -- which might be a required minimum order
for firms involved in mass production. Transportation of goods also becomes faster when
production is occurring close to administrative and managerial activities.
Porter's argument holds that proximity to the urban core has allowed firms to take
advantage of financial and marketing services that continue to thrive in urban areas; a more
adaptable and available work force; and links among suppliers and contractors. A number of
manufacturing activities, such as printing, paper products, textiles, and furniture making have
14 Michael E. Porter, The Competitive Advantage of the Inner City, Harvard Business Review,
May-June, 1995.
remained closely linked to the service-sector economy for this reason. Porter's emphasis on
proximity between different types of uses also supports mixed-use communities.
Interrelationships Between Firms:
There is growing interest in the process by which firms collaborate with one another
through the sharing of ideas, equipment, or labor in order to increase their competitiveness.
Economists have studied factors that both encourage and inhibit these frequently informal, but
valuable transactions.
"...a large number of (small and medium sized manufacturers) have difficulty in
attaining and maintaining competitiveness. They have greater difficulty learning about
technological change and spotting market shifts rapidly than do larger firms. With less
room for error, they tend to be more risk averse than larger firms. They have greater
difficulty than larger firms in upgrading workers' skills and instituting new approaches
to manufacturing quality. And many have lagged in adopting available advanced
manufacturing technologies, limiting their abilities to manage "economies of scope." 15
A number of programs have attempted to enhance intra-firm linkages, though evidence
suggests that this type of support is most possible where physical proximity allows it to occur
naturally. The health of industry is dependent upon relationships between businesses of all types
and sizes: those who import and supply materials; those who fabricate their products, and those
who assemble them. Proximity between businesses can help generate and diffuse new ideas
cheaply. Such a mixture is more likely to occur when manufacturers are in neighborhoods with a
diverse array of activities. They become aware of opportunities, and local networks soon form
between them. 16
15 Mt. Auburn Associates, Technology Transfer to Small Manufacturers: A Literature Review,
August, 1995, p. viii.
16 Robert Lane, The Machine Next Door, 10:1 p. 12
Community Revitalization:
One point frequently used in defense of mixed-use is that it promotes social and economic
vitality, particularly in distressed urban communities. A variety of uses at different times of the
day enhances a neighborhood's safety from crime or theft. It also allows residents to work where
they live, decreasing reliance on the automobile. Firms have better access to workers, other firms,
nearby retail and housing. Finally, as local employment often keeps day-to-day spending within the
neighborhood, this model helps stimulate the local economy.
"If the agenda for urban renewal includes the economic and social goals of revitalizing
deteriorating neighborhoods, then industrial district must do more than address the
programmatic and city planning requirements of manufacturers. They must weave
industry back into the city by combining it with other uses, particularly housing. For
many communities, large-scale, inwardly-focused or fenced-off industrial parks are as
much a blighting influence as what was there before. 17
Counter Arguments: Challenging the Industrial Community
In the wake of this discourse, a number of planners and economists are still convinced that
industry is best left segregated from competing uses. The problem of industrial displacement
characterizes much of what occurred in the past decade in cities such as Chicago, and other parts of
New York. In both of these cases, massive industrial displacement led to the creation of land use
measures to protect industry.
Planners from Chicago recognized in the early 1980's that their industries were struggling
from the problems of incompatible land use. Newcoming residents found industries' noise, dirt and
traffic objectionable. As property owners began to convert their industrial facilities to residential
and office uses, the City decided to create specialized zoning for manufacturing to put an end to
7 Ibid, p. 12.
such conversions. Resistance to these decisions came largely from land owners wishing to profit
from high-end living spaces. 1
New York's City Planning Department even created Manhattan's Garment District in 1986
to protect New York's valued apparel industry. Amidst the surge of residents leaving other parts of
Manhattan in search of cheaper living space, property owners began to raise rents and give
preference to residential uses. New legislation prohibited landowners from converting over half of
their industrial space into non-industrial uses. Planners created this highly controversial zone in
order to retain the valued apparel industry and the jobs it provided. A number of property owners
sued the City, albeit unsuccessfully. The purpose of this district was to:
"...retain adequate wage and job producing industries within the area, preserve
apparel production, limit conversion of the existing manufacturing space to office
space, to promote the most desirable use of the land within the district and to conserve
the value of the land and buildings thereby protecting the city's tax revenues." 19
Other recurring arguments used in defense of the industrial sanctuary include:
Land Value Competition:
The process by which manufacturing and industrial activities are pushed out of
communities in favor of more valuable uses has been well established by the following model
of industrial displacement:
"The central business district is the source of urban growth surrounded by ever-
expanding rings of development with higher income and more homogeneous
populations, as distance from the central business district increases. A transition zone
immediately surrounding the central business district contains factories and
warehouses (and a contingent of homeless people). As the cost of land increases in the
18 Typically, residential development has a higher return than industrial development on a per-acre basis.
See Urban Manufacturing: Dilemma or Opportunity, NCUED, 1993.
19 National Council for Urban Economic Development, Urban Manufacturing, Dilemma or
Opportunity?, January 1993. p. 13.
central business district, firms from that section invade the transition zone and raise
land values there, eventually making the transitional area part of the central business
district and displacing other land uses. 20
Industrial activity existing in areas close enough to the downtown center to benefit from its
advantages will by definition suffer from potential threats of new residents, new development, and
higher land values. These factors can both facilitate the displacement of industries that rent their
space, and encourage those who own their space to sell. This phenomenon is what Chicago's
planners saw happening, and why they used land use regulation as a market intervention tool to
retain their valued industries.
Environmental and Transportation Pressures:
Industries such as hazardous waste emitters clearly do not belong in communities where
people live nearby. Zoning laws in some communities, however, are neither well specified, nor
well enforced. A sugar plant may be allowed in the same heavy manufacturing zone as a
recycling/transfer station. In addition, even the so-called "friendly" industries may have subtle
impacts which are difficult to regulate. A number of communities have looked at instituting
performance standards, a modern means of controlling industry by use rather than by type.
Performance standards set specific thresholds for noise, dust emissions, vibrations, and other
potential impacts. Such measures can be effective, though they require vigilant enforcement.
In addition, changing demographics may change the level of tolerance for industry among
community members. Elements such as noise and smell, which were once tolerable to residents of
older working communities may become less so over time.
20 Robert Giloth, J. Bentacur, Where Downtown Meets Neighborhood: Industrial Displacement in
Chicago, 1978-1987, APA Journal, Summer, 1988. p. 279.
"Frequently, those who move into industrial neighborhoods initially put up with the
incompatibilities, but after a while become more annoyed by the noise and smells,
while the traditional population has no problems with the mixture. As fewer work in
the neighborhood, many move and sell their properties to incomers. Some of the old
line residents may become convinced that living next to industries are bad for them.
They sell off property, and feel that it is an investment. The business may be open by
someone who lives in Long Island or New Jersey or another part of the city, so its less
viewed as a part of the community."
Residential Dissatisfaction/Inadequate Representation for Industry:
One of the most difficult problems facing industrial communities is that industries do not
have the same power of representation as residents at the community level. Community boards are
outlets for residential needs over business and industry needs. Elected officials benefit by being
responsive to residential concerns. Residents exist in more dense pockets per square foot than
industry, thereby representing a greater number of votes. Planning and zoning measures are largely
directed by community boards who will favor uses that they believe will not affect their quality of
life and economic well-being. When persons who work in the neighborhood's industries are not the
persons who live in the community, residents have fewer reasons to support industry, as well; lost
jobs will not be lost to friends or family members.
21 Interview with Ken Wallack, March, 1996.
The Urban Industrial Community Examined:
The name Northside is not a formal designation for a political or municipal boundary.
Northside is an informal neighborhood located in the heart of the Greenpoint/Williamsburg section
of Brooklyn; this entire area is also known as Brooklyn's Community District 1 (CD1). Northside
rests along the waterfront, and extends inland for about eight blocks. It is bounded on the west by
the largely abandoned Eastern District Terminal Market, a former transfer and warehousing site for
local industries. Moving eastward and inland, the area is flocked with smaller subdivisions of
housing and manufacturing enterprises. The entire study area of Northside, approximately 170
acres in size, is most readily identifiable by a distinct street grid which sets its 60 or so blocks (not
including waterfront land) apart from the neighborhoods surrounding it.
While Northside is mixed in use, it is not chaotic; there is a discernible logic to its layout.
Generally, larger industrial uses align the first two streets along the waterfront, Kent Avenue and
Wythe Avenue. Moving about two blocks inland, manufacturers become smaller in scale, and five-
and six-story row houses begin to appear scattered between loading docks and garage doors. The
neighborhood's small commercial strip, Bedford Avenue, sits about five blocks back from the
Waterfront. Interrupting this logic, one finds continual exceptions; houses in industrial areas, and
industries in residential areas. Only a few streets are completely residential. In most areas of the
neighborhood, there is perpetual activity.
Today, Northside contains about 8,000 residents of many ages and ethnic backgrounds. It
evolved as a relatively contained ethnic community. The influence of the Polish population is
evident when one enters Moshe's Bakery, where many customers still place orders in their native
tongue. Established residents have been matched by an additionally large pool of young artists
fleeing the high rents of Manhattan. Just one subway stop from the East Village, Northside has
become the next most likely candidate for gentrification. Residential pressure has fostered a wave
of illegal loft conversions. Even the largely abandoned Eastern District Terminal was recently
targeted by a high-profile developer for condominium construction, though his efforts were
unsuccessful.
The Greenpoint/Williamsburg area still contains the second highest concentration of
industrial uses in New York City. Northside contains a number of these old and new industries.
At first glimpse, many of the buildings appear abandoned. However, the neighborhood is full of
activity that can be neither seen nor heard from the street. The All Kind Quilting Company, on
Wythe Avenue, has occupied the first floor of a five-story loft building for about 40 years. Like
the majority of businesses in Northside, this firm gives little indication of its presence to neighbors
or visitors. Only when loading docks are opened on sunny days can one fully experience this
community: electric saws in wood shops, blow torches in iron shops, and the hollow clutter of
loading and unloading.
Conflict between residential and industrial uses is not new to Northside, nor to the City of
New York. For many, however, the City's industrial policy has evolved into a deeply symbolic
battle over the course of the City's future. The City can either choose to promote moderate-skilled
employment opportunities for its residents, or it can allow itself to become a playing field for real
estate speculation. Northside is a living testament to this conflict. Not wishing to choose, the
question for many has become, "Can industry and housing survive next to one another, and can
this model of mixing uses be applied to other areas in need of reinvestment?" A critical evaluation
of Northside's planning history, its evolving industrial base, and its recent economic changes will
help to answer this question.
22 Hunter College Graduate Design Studio, Bridges, 1995 p.i.
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Chapter Two: The Evolution of The Industrial Community
Northside's Early Incubators:
Northside sits directly between two adjacent communities that developed during the early
seventeenth century. Greenpoint and Williamsburg, as they later became known, were primarily
farming areas with a few country escapes for Manhattan residents. By the mid-seventeenth century
the area had become an important point of production for Manhattan buyers. Farmers set up a
trading process where produce was ferried across the East River to be sold in Manhattan markets.
In 1812, a commuter ferry also began running from Grand Street, just south of the Northside
24
neighborhood, to Manhattan. Real estate speculators were quick to see the area's value with
waterfront access, proximity to Manhattan, and inexpensive land. The area grew rapidly.
Northside and Southside (the adjacent neighborhood to the south) became formally
incorporated as Williamsburg in 1827, with 114 total residents. By 1850, the village's population
had grown to 31,000. Manufacturing operations soon outnumbered farming enterprises. The
community set up an industrial school on North First Street in a building that had previously been a
hotel. Early descriptions of industrial activity indicate diverse "incubator" businesses in oil, coal,
sugar refining, glass, stamping and soap making. The area was particularly well known for its
strength in "the five black arts": porcelain, glass, publishing, petroleum refining and cast iron.
Smaller businesses were most common to the area. As firms grew, they would leave and
26be replaced by other start-up firms. Kent Avenue contained a collection of small petroleum
refineries. Before the Crosstown Pipeline was built, the City brought crude oil which was shipped
from Pennsylvania through New Jersey, and barged up the East River. Charles Pratt's Astral Oil
2 Northside has been designated part of Williamsburg in some studies, and part of Greenpoint in others.
NYC Department of City Planning, Greenpoint-Williamsburg: An Industrial Study, 1987, p. 9.
Eugene L. Ambruster, Brooklyn's Eastern District, 1942, p. 74.
26 Toby Sanchez, Williamsburg Neighborhood Profile, Brooklyn Info. Center, 1990, p. 3.
Works, a firm manufacturing lantern oil, was situated at Kent and North 12th Street. Pratt's
refinery later became a part of Standard Oil. In 1911, the Standard Oil trust was broken and this
company re-emerged as part of Standard Oil of New York. Today it is Mobil Oil.
Glass manufacturing was another prominent industry in this area. A special type of sand
and coal found on the Brooklyn shoreline encouraged the development of this sector. By the mid-
to-late nineteenth century a total of 18 glass factories, as well as all of Brooklyn's pottery workers
were doing business in the area.
Cast iron also was a prevalent industry. Greenpoint's Continental Iron Works had about
1,500 workers during its busiest years. Hecla's Architectural Iron Works, which came to the area
in the 1880's had over 1,000 workers. Hecla also ran an evening school to help expand employees'
technical skills. 2 7
Northside's Eastern District Terminal was established as a railroad terminus for the Erie
Line in 1870. Other railroads soon took part, and the Terminal was extended up to North 11th
Street. At one point, the Terminal contained the largest bulk flour facility in the city, and served
many of the bakeries in Queens.2 Trains through the Terminal ran up through 1984; tracks are
still ingrained in streets throughout the neighborhood. Today, a large part of the 25-acre site is
leased out to Nekboh Recycling, a waste transfer and recycling facility. The remainder of this
waterfront land remains derelict.
Brooklyn's preeminence as a manufacturing city during the mid-to-late nineteenth century
was undeniable. The value of goods manufactured in Brooklyn rose from $34 million in 1860 to
$61 million in 1870. By 1880, Brooklyn had become the nation's fourth most productive industrial
29
city in terms of the value of goods produced.
27 NYC Department of City Planning, Greenpoint-Williamsburg: An Industrial Study, 1987, p. 10.
2 New York City Planning Commission, Greenpoint: Striking a Balance between Industry and Housing,
August, 1974.
2 9 Ibid. Brooklyn had not yet become incorporated as part of the City of New York.
Integration of housing and industry was commonplace during this time; transportation
possibilities from job to work were more limited. The following description of Northside during
the late nineteenth century illustrates the variety of businesses found, and gives some indication of
the bonds likely to form under such conditions:
"..Jacob Mays Iron Works was at 79-85 between North 13th and North 12th Streets;
W.B. Campbell, Spring Bed Manufacturer, at No. 123, between North 11th and North
10th Streets; Joseph Mead & Son, masons, at 166 near North 8th Street; G.P. Mein,
maker of drums, was located in the early 80's at No. 253 Fourth Street between North
8th and North 7th Streets, he probably was a son of a piano maker; Robert Mein, who
lived in the 60's at 169 North 7th Street.30"
A number of area businesses, such as The Greenpoint Glass Works, constructed housing for
their employees. A good portion of the area's housing dates to the period immediately following
1903, when the Williamsburg Bridge was constructed which connected Manhattan's Lower East
Side to Williamsburg. Industries accommodated the new wave of working class residents by
financing much of the housing construction that followed. Between 1912 and 1917, 500 new six-
story apartment houses were constructed in Williamsburg altogether. In addition to its wide range
31of industries, the area had become one of the most densely populated communities in New York.
Industrial Decline in the Late Twentieth Century:
Northside continued to thrive through the late 1940's and early 1950's. During this period,
when about 30 percent of the nation's workforce was employed in manufacturing jobs, about 70
percent of Northside's working population was still employed as "craftsmen, operatives, or
3 Ambruster, Eugene L., Brooklyn's Eastern District, Brooklyn, N.Y., 1942, p.72 .
3 Sanchez, p. 5.
laborers". 32  By 1960, the number of manufacturing workers in Northside had already declined to
42 percent of employed persons.
Northside's declining industrial base during this period reflected citywide and nationwide
trends. In the late 1950's and early 1960's, industries began closing and moving out of New York
and the Northeast. Textiles, lumber, apparel, furniture, fabricated metals, paper and leather all
suffered from higher-than-average rates of plant closing in New York City.
Some blame manufacturing loss on city politics. While the shift from an industrial to a
service-base economy is not exceptional to New York, it has been much more dramatic here than in
most parts of the nation. Between 1970 and 1993, while U.S. manufacturing employment dropped
by 6.7 percent, New York's manufacturing employment dropped by 63 percent. The growing
importance of the financial, insurance and real estate industry (FIRE) brought a wave of speculative
office building and high-end residential development to New York City. This exacerbated land
values for industry and residents, pushing them to the outer boroughs and the urban fringes.
Forces contributing to this phenomena were numerous. Improved transportation networks,
such as the interstate highway system constructed in the 1950's and 60's, allowed industries to seek
out cheaper land and labor outside of the city. International transportation improvements also
brought competition from foreign imports. Communications networks mitigated some of the need
for manufacturers to be in close proximity to their buyers and suppliers, and developing
technologies allowed firms better quality products in less time, with fewer laborers.
32 US Bureau of the Census, Data of 1950 for tracts 517, 519, 553, 555, 557,
Kings County, N.Y.
* US Bureau of the Census, Data of 1960, same tracts as above.
3 Yago et al., Industrial Devolution in New York State, Schoolman, Magid, ed. 1986. p. 82.
3 Robert Fitch, The Assassination of New York, 1993.
A Planning Response in New York City:
Finance, insurance and real estate industries have become a focal point of New York City's
planning policies in more recent years. Initial evidence of declining industries during the 1960's
and 70's, however, galvanized the Department of City Planning (DCP) to try and slow the losses
occurring. DCP placed great emphasis on new zoning measures as an appropriate, meaningful
response to the loss of industry.
New York City's first zoning ordinance was created in 1916, out of concerns of industrial
encroachment in Manhattan. During these earlier years, Brooklyn and the other boroughs remained
exempt from this plan, and largely unrestricted in use. New York City's zoning was not revised
again until 1961, in large part for the protection of industry. This plan set parameters for
Residential, Commercial and Industrial uses, and advocated for their separation. In
Greenpoint/Williamsburg, exceptions to single-uses were as frequent as the rule. Northside was
fully zoned as a manufacturing area during the 1960's, though residential uses were prevalent.
By the late 1960's, planners began to take note of industrial losses. Efforts to separate
industry from housing were furthered in 1969. At the recommendation of the Urban Land
Institute, DCP released a proposal for New York's industrial renewal and redevelopment, in which
it expressed its strong position against the mixture of industry and housing still existing in many
36areas of Brooklyn and the outer boroughs. It noted that much of the city's industrially zoned
land was in older parts of the city which had developed haphazardly, before the introduction of
zoning controls. Williamsburg received special attention:
"Williamsburg is a classic example of land use conflicts, industry occupies almost one-
half of the land. It surrounds, and is mixed with housing... To protect and strengthen
the area's industrial base and accommodate the pressure for additional housing and
36 NYC Department of City Planning, Planning for Jobs, 1971, p. 5.
community facilities, a cleaner separation of industrial and residential uses is
required."
The Department held that schools and parks lost their usefulness when surrounded by
industry. Loud, obtrusive truck traffic diminished the residential character of the neighborhood.
Furthermore, the integration of uses created a pattern of piece-meal development which made
assembling land without the aid of public intervention virtually impossible. The mixture of housing
and industry did not benefit either one. In its proposal to separate industrial from residential uses
throughout Williamsburg, DCP proposed the clearance of 1,100 families, as well as non-
conforming industries. DCP planned to relocate most non-conforming industries to the area along
the Northside waterfront, near the Eastern District Terminal.38
Northside and its blatant defiance of Euclidean zoning remained conspicuously exempt from
the massive relocation efforts proposed at this time. While DCP recognized conflicts, they saw this
district as a "stable" one. A new public school had just been planned for an area in the heart of
Northside, and a number of residences and established businesses were working side-by-side.
Assuming that this mixture would sort itself out in time, and not wishing to impose a negative
impact on either industry or residents, DCP chose to leave Northside alone. The following passage
is a description of the Northside community from this plan.
"Half the industrially zoned land between Grand Avenue and McCarren Park is given
over to residential uses... The neighborhood is sufficiently sound to warrant protection.
A mixed-use district would protect the residential neighborhood for an interim period
and prevent piecemeal industrial development which intensifies conflicts and destroys
redevelopment potential. ,39
3 NYC Department of City Planning, 1969 Planfor New York City; A Proposal, p. 23.
38 Interview with Barry Dinerstein, February, 1996.
39 NYC Department of City Planning, Planning for Jobs, 1969, p. 78.
DCP planned this mixed-use district for Northside for two reasons: First, DCP realized that
forced relocation of industry was more harmful for some than allowing them to remain near
competing uses.40 Second, a number of Northside's residents could not get mortgage loans because
of their "legal non-conforming" status as residents in industrial areas. The City believed that a
mixed-use zone, which allowed both to exist as-of-right, would solve these problems. The
Northside Mixed Use District was formalized in 1973, and has not changed dramatically since this
time. The zoning text for this district, shown below, explains its purpose:
"To encourage maintenance and controlled growth in Northside by permitting light
manufacturing and residential uses to expand where such uses are deemed compatible;
to promote the opportunity for people to work in the vicinity of their residences; to
provide safe circulation systems in this area of mixed residential and manufacturing
use; to retain adequate wage, job-intensive, seasonally stable industries within New
York City; to promote the most desirable use of land, thus to conserve the value of land
and buildings and thereby protect the City tax revenues. " 41
The mechanics of this zoning ordinance are complicated. Within the Northside Mixed Use
District, there are specific clusters designated either as predominantly residential (R(M)) or
predominantly manufacturing/industrial (M(R)). In the predominantly residential parts, residential
uses must comply with use, bulk and parking regulations for a standard R-6 district (medium-
density housing between 3-12 stories). Manufacturing uses are restricted to a list specified in the
Zoning Resolution, (Use Group M).42 Expansion of manufacturing operations within R(M) areas
are generally allowed by-right, providing they meet certain criteria on size and compliance.
Specifically they must ensure that:
(1) fiurther industrial growth will not adversely affect the character of the neighborhood or
the degree of residential development; (2) additional truck traffic generated by expanded or
new development will not create harmful, congested or potentially dangerous conditions; (3)
* Interview with Barry Dinerstein, February 1996.
41 NYC Department of City Planning, Zoning Ordinance; Article IX
42 A list of all uses officially permitted in this use group appears in the Appendix.
in the case of new industries seeking to locate within the R(M)... (area), the industry is a
replacement for an existing one, or the location of new industries is vital to the economy or
the employment level of that area, and (4) the resulting floor area ratio of manufacturing or
commercial uses on a zoning lot shall not exceed the maximum floor area ratio permitted in
the applicable Manufacturing District."3
Additional stipulations for manufacturing in R(M) areas require that expansions include
proper ventilation devices that will not require windows and doors to be left open unnecessarily
during working hours. Loading and unloading of trucks must take place only between 8:00 a.m.
and 7:00 p.m. on business days.
In the M(R), or the predominantly manufacturing areas, manufacturing expansion is
allowed by-right, while residential expansion and development is allowed under certain conditions.
Residential development is not allowed to occur on floors below or adjacent to manufacturing
operations. It is also prohibited on open lots used for storage or parking, unless they have been
vacant for at least one year. Lots with buildings must have been vacant no less than two years to be
approved for residential development. Enlargement or expansion of residential uses greater than
1,000 square feet requires a special permit. In addition, the following conditions must be met for
special permits for residential development or conversions in M(R) districts:
(1) A viable residential community exists within the Manufacturing District, with adequate
community facilities available to support the residential use; (2) there exists a need for
housing within the M(R) (area), and that maintenance and limited expansion of the existing
residential uses are desirable; (3) that such residential uses shall not displace any building
or zoning lot which is essential to the normal functioning and growth of existing
manufacturing uses within the District; and (4) that such residential uses shall not be
exposed to excessive noise, smoke, dust, noxious odor or other adverse influences from
manufacturing uses and trafic."
43 NYC Department of City Planning, Zoning Ordinance; Article IX
4 NYC Department of City Planning, Zoning Ordinance; Article IX.
Manufacturing uses in M(R) areas are governed by the codes applicable to M1, or light
manuzfacturing zones. This is one of the three manufacturing designations established by the City:
M2 zones are for medium to heavy manufacturing, and M3 zones are for heavy manufacturing. In
theory, M1 zones have the most stringent performance standards of the three categories, and are
usually established as buffer areas between heavier manufacturing and commercial or residential
uses. Some critics have maintained that performance standards and zoning regulations for areas
like Northside are vague and poorly enforced.
A zoning map of Northside and its surrounding vicinity appears at the end of this chapter.
Along Kent Avenue and the waterfront, there remains a strip of land zoned M3 for heavy
manufacturing use. This is a heavily used trucking route; the M3 designation allows higher levels
of traffic, noise and pollution than in Ml areas. M3 zoning also permits the existence of industries
that use fire and explosives. Site surveys and interviews determined that residential uses are
prevalent in areas of Northside that are not a part of the mixed-use district, including strictly M1
46and M3 areas. The mixture of uses has expanded outside of the formal district and into the rest
of the neighborhood.
From the mid-nineteenth century until the mid-twentieth century, the strength of industry
and the jobs it brought to New York City's communities made Northside a mixed-use community
some planners envision. As industries began to leave, residents became attracted to vacated
industrial spaces. DCP would have preferred to segregate residents from industry, though it
recognized the negative effects this might have on either. Mixed-use zoning was a laissez-faire
coping mechanism which allowed both residents and industry to exist and expand with relative
freedom. Implicit in this policy was an understanding the "highest and best use" of the land and
45Hunter College/Cuny Graduate Department in Urban Planning, Bridges: Greenpoint-Williamsburg
Waterfront Plan, 1995, p. 49.46 Ibid.
properties would take precedence. Had the mixture been more legible, as it was with many other
parts of the City, DCP would have attempted to separate industry from housing here, as well.
Northside's mixture of uses is a product of default rather than a product of design.
The following chapters will look at how Northside's industrial and residential presence have
fared in more recent years. Chapter Three will look at the current and evolving make-up of
industries in Northside. It will also evaluate how well Northside's industrial characteristics meet
the criteria addressed in Chapter One, describing the "advantages" of the industrial community.
Zoning Map of Northside
Source: NYC Department of City Planning
M-3 - Standard Heavy Manufacturing District
M-1 - Standard Light Manufacturing District
M(R) Mixed Use District
R(M) Mixed Use District
Chapter Three: The Redefined Working Community
This chapter takes a closer look at Northside's industries to evaluate the extent to which
Northside and its industrial base fits with the criteria described in Chapter One regarding the
"advantages" of the industrial community. This analysis was constructed in three stages.
Two analyses were conducted to define the evolution of Northside's industrial base. The
first part uses data from the State Department of Labor to compare the industrial performance of
Northside with that of Greenpoint/Williamsburg, Brooklyn and New York City between 1989 and
1993.4 Data on Northside reveals specific industrial sectors which appear to be attracted to this
location. The second part of this analysis is based on data collected by the author of type, age, and
size of 133 industrial businesses in Northside.4 This database was constructed to identify whether
a substantial amount of new business activity has been generated in Northside in recent years (i.e.
the last 10 years), and what sizes and types of businesses constitute the majority of the area's newer
employers.
Lastly, in order to understand these industries' relationship with their community, brief
interviews with 27 businesses were conducted by the author. The interviews used criteria addressed
in Chapter One, including: employment of local residents and collaboration with other businesses.
Interviews collected additional information regarding whether these firms own their property,
whether they have experienced conflicts with nearby residents, and whether these businesses feel
they are likely to stay in Northside, to evaluate the stability of Northside's industrial base over the
long term.
4 Only data between 1989 and 1993 were available for all three of these areas. See the Appendix for a
further explanation of the methodology used in this analysis.
4 See the Appendix for an explanation of the methodology used in this segment.
Industrial Sectors in Northside:
Between 1989 and 1993, the
total number of persons employed in
industrial jobs declined between 13
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employment declined only by .91
percent in the Northside study area.49
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levels during this period included:
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plastics, leather, and wholesale trade.
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Brooklyn, and New York City.50
49This Northside Study Area has been defined by the Department of City Planning in its breakdown of
industries by SIC code for 1989 and 1993. The DCP study area for Northside is outlined in the zoning map on
page 32; it is a few blocks larger than the target area for this study, shown on page 21.
5 These data were obtained from the New York State Department of Labor, Statistics Division, as well
as NYC Department of City Planning. Data for Greenpoint/Williamsburg consists of zip codes 11211 and 11222.
Spreadsheets and methodology used for this study appear in the Appendix.
The growth of certain sectors in Northside may be partially related to Manhattan's real
estate boom during mid-1980's which pressured smaller firms out of the city to the outer boroughs
and suburban areas. For smaller firms who desire proximity to urban markets but cannot afford it,
the Williamsburg waterfront's quick access to the Brooklyn Queens Expressway and the
Williamsburg Bridge is the second best choice to Manhattan. These factors indicate the importance
of Northside and surrounding neighborhoods to New York as incubators for new industrial activity.
While Queens has attracted bakeries, and Chinatown apparel industries, Northside does not
have a strong reputation for its "clustering effect". The chart on the following page illustrates the
diversity of employment sectors found in Northside. Apparel and accessories, food products, and
wholesale trade stand out the most, while paper and allied, rubber and plastics, fabricated metals,
and miscellaneous manufacturing all assume smaller, but notable shares of the area's employment
base. In some respects, the lack of one predominant industry in Northside may have helped
preserve it's industrial presence. This diversity prevents failure from occurring in large doses, and
promotes a more consistent rate of turnover among businesses. This theme however contradicts the
theory of "agglomeration effects", addressed in Chapter One.
Industries which have both grown in employment and represent a larger share of the area's
employment base include wholesale trade (durable and non-durable) and trucking. Wholesale trade
saw a 19 percent increase in its employment base between 1989 and 1993, with 23 new firms
springing up, and 305 new employees. Generally, wholesaling operations represent a "higher and
better" use than production-oriented manufacturing; they are able to pay a higher price per square
foot.51 Trucking and warehousing is also becoming a strong component of the neighborhood's
industrial base, and may likely be linked to the growth of wholesaling and distribution firms. The
51 Interview with Kate Squire, Office of Economic Development, City of Berkeley, January 1996.
area's 24 trucking firms in 1993 employed a total of 410 persons. The 60-block community has
five major thoroughfares for trucking.
Distribution of Northside's Industries by Employment Level
0 1
lb ISource: NY State Department of Labor, ES-202 Series, third quarter, 1993;
Northside Study Area geocoded by NY Dept. of City Planning.
These growing industries generally employ fewer persons per unit of space than production-
oriented activities. In 1993, while the Northside study area contained 150 wholesaling firms
employing 1,551 persons; the area's 54 apparel and accessory firms employed almost the same
number -- a total of 1,403 persons. In wholesaling and trucking operations, space is primarily
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occupied by products, machinery and equipment. Northside currently contains fewer jobs per acre
than most of Manhattan's industrial areas because of the prevalence of these uses. According to
1993 data, Northside contains about 22.5 jobs per acre; Manhattan's industrial areas typically have
between 30-35 jobs per acre.s2 In addition, trucking brings noise, and warehousing depletes
activity which is important for promoting the safety and vitality of urban communities. Because of
the undesirable effects they bring, as well as the jobs they deplete, industries such as these do not
contribute to the "sustainability" of the industrial community.
Age of Northside's Firms:
A data sample of Northside's industries, shown below, has broken down the ages of firms
by ten-year intervals. The most remarkable element is the relatively consistent proportion of firms
within each age interval. One exception is a slightly higher proportion of firms who appear to have
come to Northside during the past ten years:
source: Compilation ot aata trom un & uiraastreet, interviews,
Empire State Development Corporation. See Appendix for details.
52 Interview with Barry Dinerstein, February 1996.
This data indicates that approximately 21 percent of Northside's current business population
came to the neighborhood within the past 10 years. This is likely a conservative estimate, as newer
businesses are less accurately tracked through widely published data sources such as Dun &
Bradstreet, which provided the majority of the data found here.53
Because this data does not account for firms which have left Northside, however, it is fair
to speculate that newer start-up firms have always represented a higher proportion of Northside's
business population, but that these firms have also suffered higher-than-average failure rates. What
does appear certain is that new business activity is still occurring, and that it represents a reasonable
portion of the collection of businesses currently operating in the neighborhood. Evidently,
Northside has been able to capture a fair amount of new business activity during the 1980's and
early 1990's, likely a result of the out-migration of firms from Manhattan in the wake of increasing
real estate prices.
In addition, while younger firms represent a large part of the community, the existence of
some very old firms is impressive. Approximately 40 percent of Northside's firms (in this sample)
are over 20 years of age. It is clear that a reasonable number of older industries have become well
attached to the area and have remained part of the community for some time. The continued
attraction of young businesses, and stability of older businesses indicates that Northside has
remained an attractive location either in spite of, or because of its strong residential component.
Size of Northside's Firms:
Information on the size of (this sample of) Northside's industrial businesses was also
compiled. About 57 percent of industrial firms tracked contain 30 or fewer employees. As with
s3 See Appendix VI for explanation of data collection.
the data above, this is likely an underestimate. The distribution of Northside's firms by number of
employees appears below:
Source: Compilation of data from Dun & Bradstreet, interviews,
Empire State Development Corporation. See Appendix for details
The majority of Northside firms tracked have fewer than 30 employees. A considerable
proportion of these firms are new to the neighborhood, as well. Such firms include woodworking
operations, fabrics and clothing makers, iron workers, glass workers and accessories producers.
Exclusive Mill Work, with just five employees, has been in Brooklyn for six years manufacturing
doors and frames, predominantly for local customers from Brooklyn and Manhattan. Bark
Frameworks, also six years in Northside, branched off from its location in Manhattan nine years
ago because production space was becoming too expensive. Today, most of administrative work
remains in Manhattan. The frames produced at Bark are usually sold in Manhattan markets, and to
other local buyers, though they have had business come from as far away as Florida and California.
Boxart, a fine art packaging and shipping company has been in Northside for three years. This
firm does virtually all of its business for artists and buyers in Manhattan. Finally, 786 Ironworks
Corporation has been doing welding in Northside for six years, with nine employees. These
Northside firms are representative of the new generation of smaller operations that frequently focus
on high-end products. The influx of operations such as these has contributed to Northside's
growing reputation as a small business incubator.
This data found that small-scale production occurs among older businesses, as well. Lion's
Novelties, a 38-year firm with nine employees has been involved with the production, import, and
sale of miniature toys. The majority of their work has shifted in recent years to import and sale,
the later two categories. G&S Designs, a furniture maker who has been in Northside for 47 years,
had only three employees at the time of the interview. The owner brought his space in 1949,
when the property was still inexpensive. Lexington Glass, a 35-year old tempered glass producer,
had only six employees at the time of the interview. Mill Paper Box Company, also 35 years in
Northside, has been making boxes and containers with its 15 employees. In some cases, the small
size of older firms may be the result of downsizing; some indicated they are not currently using all
their space. Lion's Novelties, for example, has 30,000 square feet of space for its nine employees.
G&S Designs has 10,000 square feet of space for its three employees -- which was not in full use.
While fewer in number, larger-scale operations (those employing over 50 persons) are a
visible part of Northside's business activity. The majority of these large businesses are old-timers.
Colonial Mirror and Glass Company, a producer of tempered glass, has been in Northside for 60
years. It started as a family business. Colonial has 50 employees, and 40,000 square feet of space.
Its products are found primarily in the tri-state area. Colonial's owner indicated that he values his
location, and intends to stay in Northside. Chromium Plating, 40 years in Northside, has 65
employees, and a national market share. All City Poultry, one of Northside's more visible firms,
has been in the neighborhood for 65 years, with 60 employees. In general, Northside's older firms
appear to cover a more diverse array of the "standard industrial classification" codes than the
neighborhood's younger firms. They include manufacturers of products or services such as food
production, novelties, and plating activities, as well as the crafts-oriented activates which describe
most of the neighborhood's younger firms. In addition, a larger share of these older firms reported
serving regional, rather than a local markets.
Lastly, there are a few very young operations in Northside with 90 or more employees,
including Nekboh Recycling, and two apparel firms. In addition, there has been a recent stirring
that the famed Brooklyn Brewery, a young Northside firm now engaged in only distribution, may
soon expand into a full scale brewery.
Northside's industrial mixture is diverse. The newer flock of younger firms appear to be
largely focused on high-end products. A number have come from Manhattan, contributing to the
development of Northside's burgeoning arts community. Northside's smaller operations are
flexible. They can fit into vacated loft spaces just as well as the specialized industrial buildings
constructed in the neighborhood during more recent years. A considerable number Northside's
older firms have also remained, though a handful appear to be slowing down or ready to move out.
Younger, larger businesses indicate the area's continued attractiveness for business activity.
Northside's ability to continually accommodate and retain different sectors and sizes of businesses
may have been its stabilizing power over the past decades.
Local Employment in Northside's Firms:
Only four of the 27 businesses interviewed indicated that their workforce is composed
predominantly of local residents. Most firms' employees commute from Coney Island, Bedford-
Stuveysant, Long Island, Queens, even New Jersey. G&S Designs, a furniture maker who has
been in Northside since 1949 said that he and most of his employees lived in Long Island. A
respondent of Colonial Mirror and Glass, a 60-year-old manufacturer of tempered glass products
indicated that none of his 50 workers live in Brooklyn. Another respondent from Rialto Furniture
indicated that most of his 35 employees live to the north in the Brooklyn-Queens area, but not in
Northside.
While businesses that do employ locals are fewer, they do not appear to assume one
particular characteristic. One business employing local residents was an 89-year meat packing
business, another was a five-year-old company involved in packaging art materials. This contrast
illustrates a distinction between two different age and socio-economic groups living in the
neighborhood, one older and working-class, one younger, crafts-oriented and entrepreneurial.
.............................
Source: US Bureau of Census, 1980 and 1990; NYC Department of City
Planning, Socioeconomic Profiles for 1980 and 1990.
A look at census data for "journey to work" characteristics reinforces the finding that
increasingly those who work in Northside do not live there. 1960 census data for Northside
indicate that 20 percent of the working population walked to work.54 CenssdtinTbe3
shows that between 1980 and 1990, this ratio declined from 19 to 14 percent in Northside. In
Brooklyn's Community District 1, this ratio declined only from 20 to 17 percent, while the average
SData from US Bureau of Census and NYC Department of City Planning, Socioeconomic Profiles.
for Brooklyn in 1990 was approximately 8 percent of the working population. Community District
1 (Greenpoint-Williamsburg) still has a higher live-work incidence than Brooklyn and New York
City, but Northside has a lower live-work incidence than Community District 1. This is largely
due to the neighborhood's uniqueness in mixing a working-class employment base with non-
working-class residents. In addition, the growing number of artists' live-work uses may be
"masking" the declining number of blue-collar workers from Northside's industries who are also
residents.
According to some residents, there had been a time when this was a very self-contained
community. Persons who lived in the community worked there, and vice-versa. "If someone lost a
job at one firm, they could easily find another job down the street."5 The residential shift among
working-class citizens away from Brooklyn to Long Island and Queens has been part of an
historical trend of urban exodus occurring during the 60's and 70's. These areas, with their newer
housing stock and low-cost mortgages, became the target of workers desiring to leave the city.56
The cost of real estate in Northside has also inflated dramatically, creating a further distinction
between residents and workers. While it may have been possible for a blue collar worker to live in
Northside, and even buy property in the neighborhood a few decades ago, this is no longer the
case.
Local Business Collaboration:
Theorists who portray the industrial neighborhood frequently speak of business networks
which foster innovation and competitiveness, as well as community identity. Subjects were asked
in interviews whether they engaged in collaborative efforts with other businesses, such as
cooperative buying, the sharing of transportation, or information exchanges. Little evidence of
ss Interview with Marie Wallen, February, 1996.56 Ibid.
business networks was found for Northside. While many reported that they often used the local
hardware store and tried to buy supplies locally, few could attest to anything more substantive. One
exception was a furniture manufacturer whose owner indicated that he brought all of his supplies
from the local area; there are several lumber yards in nearby Greenpoint. Still, another furniture
company indicated that they brought their lumber from the west and from Canada, where wood
was cheaper. No businesses indicated that they collaborate with other businesses in the area.
Part of this finding may have to do with the diversity of firms discussed earlier. With
different supplier and customer needs, the potential for interaction becomes limited. There is also
the possibility that rapid turnover among businesses has prevented firms from developing
attachments with one another that come more naturally over time.
The precedent for business collaboration has been set for a collection of firms nearby. The
Greenpoint Manufacturing and Design Center is an arts and industry complex in the north section
of Greenpoint, and a true business incubator. This six-story, nineteenth century brick complex is
run as a limited-equity cooperative; it is controlled and owned by tenants. Today, the tenants
consist of 60 small firms and about 350 employees. Businesses include woodworkers, furniture
makers, and designers. A number of shared services have been established, such as English
instruction, computer training, and recycling. In addition, state-of-the-art technologies, such as
woodworking machines have been set up for firms to share, and/or use on an hourly-fee basis.
Informal arrangements between different firms are common; employees are sometimes shared, as
well as machinery. The cost for space at the Design Center is slightly above market rent, though
most firms feel the advantages compensate for the extra cost. This partnership was formed in the
late 1980's, when several firms had been in the building for a few years, paying month-to-month
leases for this City-owned property. The City's proposal to demolish the building brought tenants
together with the North Brooklyn Development Corporation to set up the facility. With a half-
million dollar federal grant in 1994, the Center was able to close on its private bank loans. Today,
the building is fully occupied.
The success of the Greenpoint Design Center suggests that it takes more than neighborhood
proximity to create close business collaboration, particularly when businesses are small and have a
higher chance of turning over. Northside has a number of larger buildings which would provide
ample space for businesses to form partnerships, reducing their capital costs and insulating them
from redevelopment pressures. What appears to have been lacking in Northside is the leadership to
launch such initiatives.
Ownership Patterns:
A study issued in 1987 by the Department of City Planning found that Northside has about
an equal proportion of firms who rent their space to those who own. The survey conducted in this
study of 27 manufacturers found one third to be renters, and two-thirds to be owners (though these
results may be biased). It also found that among those surveyed, firms who own their space have
been in Northside for an average of 41 years, while firms who rent have been in Northside for an
average of 20 years. This helps to explain the apparent stability of Northside's older firms; many
brought their space when Northside had few development pressures, and the price of land was still
inexpensive. For larger firms undergoing economic pressures, the cost of moving may be even
equal or greater than the cost of putting up with the inefficiencies, burdensome taxes, and
incompatibilities of a dense and growing urban neighborhood. A respondent from the 47-year
firm, G&S designs indicated that although he likes his location, he might have moved by this point
if it weren't for the high cost of moving. A representative from Lion's Novelties also related that
the firm had been in the area for such a long time that it would be impractical to move. Another
representative from All City Poultry, a 65 year-old owner, indicated that they have considered
moving, but don't know where they would move. In addition, a number of older firms who own
their space indicated that they are not currently using all of it.
Land ownership among Northside's smaller younger firms is not as common. While many
of these are start-up businesses and may be looking to buy, the rising cost of space and an uncertain
business climate has made it difficult for these firms to own. Some may get pushed out as property
values rise. Some smaller firms may deliberately choose to rent if they anticipate moving from the
neighborhood as they grow.
Ownership patterns among Northside's businesses have allowed many of them to remain in
the neighborhood. While younger, smaller businesses tend to rent their properties, the existence of
larger firms continues to keep them in the neighborhood by contributing to the area's industrial
character.
Conflicts with Northside's Residential Base:
Businesses gave mixed responses to the question of whether living close to residents has
hurt their ability to operate competitively. A number of respondents indicated that the
neighborhood has been quiet and complaints have been few to none. Businesses who expressed this
included quilting companies, a novelties manufacturer, some furniture and frame makers, and
plating companies. Two business owners even indicated that nearby residents have helped make the
area safer, curbing crime and prostitution. One owner of a printing firm didn't believe that rising
property values from new residents would threaten businesses like his own, which were strong. A
respondent of a candle distribution company indicated that as he has just signed a ten-year lease on
his property, he is not concerned about nearby residents, or rising property values pushing him out
yet.
Three firms in meat packaging were interviewed. All reported they had experienced
residential complaints. Two of them indicated they have considered moving from the
neighborhood; the other said that complaints have not been a great concern to him yet, because he
knows that most residents who do complain are not living in the neighborhood legally. Of the two
who felt pressures, one owner expressed quite emphatically his belief that changing neighborhood
demographics, rising property values, and the resulting residential complaints would threaten his
business. The other made note that residents can easily forget who has been in the neighborhood
the longest. It is ironic that the section of Northside where meat businesses cluster, known as
"Meat Street", has one of the most highly pronounced integrations of industry and housing in the
neighborhood. This is likely due to the fact that residential space in this section of the
neighborhood costs the least. Business owners seeking extra cash may be partially to blame for
allowing their upper-level spaces to be rented out. In any effect, the residential/industrial mixture
does not appear to be working to the benefit of these businesses.
The following table summarizes the findings of interviews, discussed in the previous
sections:
Source: Telephone interviews conducted by author. See Appendix for methodology.
Of all 27 businesses interviewed, five indicated that they may be leaving Northside. Two
are going out of business, and the other three are moving.
Criteria addressed in Chapter One were developed by a variety of theorists aiming to
promote the urban industrial community as a sustainable model. These factors include:
smaller/cleaner industries; links to the service sector economy; interrelationships between firms; and
community revitalization. This investigation has found the four factors to be applicable to
Northside's industrial make-up, but only with conditions and limitations.
Smaller/Cleaner Industries:
Northside's ability to continually attract smaller firms is evident; the data shows a
reasonable demand for space among such businesses. Firms such as apparel and quilting
companies, printers, and furniture manufacturers have had few complaints from residents,
suggesting that this model may be feasible. However, this perspective fails to acknowledge that a
growing proportion of new employment being generated in the community is coming not from
these smaller production-oriented firms, but from wholesalers, trucking companies, and the
garbage-related businesses which impose their own set of impacts, and may cause the community's
support for industry to wane. In addition, lack of strongly-enforced performance codes has failed
to differentiate between the fairly benign impacts of these smaller operations, and the noxious
effects of the later group. Unless more intricate zoning regulations are reconsidered, declining
support of industry may lead to the decline of desirable as well as undesirable uses.
Links to the Service Sector
This factor was evident among younger firms whose central operations remain in
Manhattan, as well as those who relocated from Manhattan recently. Production activities serving
high-end clientele generally require close proximity to markets at reduced cost. However, this
analysis fails to account for the fact that many of industries prefer centralized locations, and some,
such as trucking and warehousing may be able to pay a higher price for them. As the cost for
industrial space rises in Northside, firms in wholesaling and trucking may become a larger
component of the neighborhood, and may reduce the availability for smaller firms to take advantage
of Northside's locational benefits.
Local Business Collaboration:
The third criteria proposed in Chapter One suggests that business networks are likely to be
generated where physical proximity allows; and increased competitiveness can result from these
networks. Interviews found little evidence of such networks in Northside, though the precedent has
been set in the neighboring community of Greenpoint. Northside's diversity may have prevented
such collaboration. While diversity could be interpreted negatively by Porter's logic, it could also
have helped Northside by ensuring a more consistent rate of turnover among businesses. This does
not entirely refute Porter's argument that there are benefits to agglomeration. Partnerships among
smaller, similar businesses could still be helpful. Even factors as simple as real estate sharing
among very different firms could be useful by insulating them from new development pressures.
Lack of collaboration among Northside's firms suggests that networks require leadership and vision
as well as physical proximity. Business outreach programs and ownership assistance programs for
start-up firms might be helpful in creating cooperatives similar to the Greenpoint Design Center.
Neighborhood Revitalization:
This final criteria is a vague term. As defined in Chapter One, neighborhood revitalization
is contingent primarily upon the extent to which employment opportunities are generated for local
residents. It is certain that the growth of smaller firms from Manhattan has contributed to a new
level of activity in Northside; the neighborhood has become a place for the entrepreneurial spirit of
smaller artisan-type firms to play itself out with relative flexibility. The simultaneous growth of
warehousing, trucking and garbage industries has also become evident in Northside, though the
impact and character of these businesses are very different. While smaller artisan firms have
contributed to new activity, firms of the later type contribute primarily to trucking. In addition,
manufacturing employment is not a strong imperative for a community composed of older retired
persons and younger non-working-class persons. Fewer and fewer of the neighborhood's employees
are residents. Planners trying to recreate this model need to reevaluate how different types of
industries contribute or detract from "revitalization", and whether local employment (i.e. walking
to work) is a truly feasible goal for an urban industrial community.
These four criteria addressed above and in Chapter One are not so much "false" as they
are insufficient to the true industrial make-up of Northside. They have been constructed to argue
the benefits of industrial communities without considering the factors which keep those advantages
working. If Northside were comprised of only production-oriented industries and blue-collar
workers, and had little value for other types of development, the community would be more
immune to change than it is at present. Northside, however, offers locational benefits for uses
besides small-scale manufacturing. These "uses" include new residents, trucking, garbage and
wholesaling. This consideration demands that additional factors be evaluated to understand what
contributes to and what threatens the sustainability of urban industrial communities like Northside.
In the past, the close relationship between the residential community and the working community
has contributed to the strength of industry. Today the community is less insulated. Older workers
retire, new residents colonize, and "less compatible" industries comprise a larger part of the
neighborhood's fabric. The future of the mixture between industry and housing will be determined
by the community's response to economic opportunities, environmental awareness, and general
support (or lack thereof) from a changing residential base. The following chapter takes a closer look
at this changing community, and its evolving concerns over the presence of industry. It argues that
economic and environmental considerations must be accounted for to ensure the true sustainability
of the industrial community.
Chapter Four: Change and Challenge in Northside
This chapter investigates the dynamics of Northside's mixture of industry and housing from
the perspective of those who live in, and plan the future of the community. The first section
attempts to characterize the neighborhood's diverging residential base and resident attitudes towards
Northside's industrial presence. The second part of this chapter looks at recent Community Board
and Citywide policies relating to the presence of industry in the community. A look at recently
proposed planning strategies indicates how Northside may continue to evolve in the future.
Who is the Community?
Demographically, Northside is composed of a few distinct communities; all represent an
important presence in the neighborhood. Within the past five-to-ten years, the working class
population has aged and retired and an influx of younger residents has appeared. Since much of
this change has occurred post-1990, current census data underestimates the full impact of this trend.
Bureau of the Census, Data for 1980, 1
The population of Northside's five census tracts grew by three percent between 1980 and
1990 while the median age declined fractionally, ending up at 37. The proportion of residents
above 55 years of age declined from 30 to 23 percent of the population. The proportion of persons
between 20 and 34 years of age rose fractionally to 26 percent of the population. In addition, the
proportion of persons with a bachelor or graduate degree rose from 4 to 12 percent. Lastly, while
residents employed in professional or service-related occupations rose from 8 to 19 percent of the
population, those employed in manufacturing and wholesale/retail occupations declined from 31 to
22 percent of the population. Northside's older residents are still a strong presence in the
community, but many have retired. The rising pool of younger, more educated residents in non-
manufacturing trades is evident.
New restaurants and shops catering to a younger clientele have appeared along Bedford
avenue within the past three years, and a local merchants' association has formed to represent the
interests of commercial businesses along this strip. Northside's location just one subway stop from
Manhattan's East Village has made it an unavoidable candidate for gentrification. The
neighborhood's newer residents are artists and loft-dwellers who have been attracted to large spaces
with open floor areas and lighting. Artist tours from Manhattan now make a special stop to
Northside to visit the studios and mini-galleries. One of the newer coffee shops on Bedford
Avenue, the "L Cafe", is laced with an array of handmade fliers prepared by artists in search of
live-work loft space to sublet or to share. Asking prices for a 1,000 square-foot space range from
$900 to $1500 per month. Many apartments in Northside are currently running for prices just
below those found in the East Village."
The area's tight residential market has left a number of young space-seekers to their own
devices. Loft dwellers or "squatters" are frequently occurring and frequently illegal. The largest
5 US Bureau of the Census, Data for tracts 517, 519, 553, 555 and 557; 1980 and 1990.
1 Interview with Kevin Byrne, April 1996.
constraint to converting has come from utility and gas company regulations, requiring residents to
have a certificate of occupancy (c/o) to install a gas meter for heat after 5:00 p.m. A c/o requires a
zoning permit from the City. There are many ways to circumvent this restriction, however. Some
groups may occupy a space under the guise of a business, which gives them the chance to renovate
as they see fit. Electric stoves and/or space heaters take the place of gas heat. Property owners
may also turn a blind eye to residential occupants in anticipation of financial benefits.59 In fact,
only a few buildings have remained vacant in the neighborhood because of a c/o restriction. There
are even occupants on North 6th Street (Meat Street) who choose to tolerate the smell of animal
flesh and trucking noise coming from businesses below them. Residents in abandoned buildings
near the waterfront run wires from nearby light poles.60 Even if census figures for 1995 were
available, they would give a conservative estimate of the numbers this neighborhood has attracted.
Living alongside the younger residents is Northside's more stable element -- an older,
retired population. This is largely a Polish population, whose strong bonds have contributed to the
area's residential stability. In 1980 and 1990, 57 percent of Northside's population lived in the
same house five years earlier.61 This has also contributed to the area's desirability for newcomers.
There are about two streets in Northside which are predominantly residential; both are leased by
Polish Realtors who tend to favor leasing to Polish residents -- often at below market rents.62
Business owners and community representatives indicated that the growth of a younger
population has made it a safer area, and has brought a certain degree of acceptance back to the
neighborhood. Ethnic traditions, an insulated social system and prevalent ownership patterns have
allowed long-term residents partial immunity from the pressures of gentrification; the effects of
neighborhood change on Northside's industries do not appear to be as promising.
59 Separate interviews with David Bradford and Nicholas Pulanski, April 1996.
6 Anonymous interview.
61 US Bureau of the Census, 1980 and 1990.
62 Interview with Kevin Byrne, April 1996.
With the influx of new residents, the desire among local owners to develop properties for
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residential use is strong. There is a building in the area that has been vacant for several years
because its owner is determined to convert it to residential use, but cannot obtain the necessary c/o,
and will not rent it out for a manufacturing or industrial enterprise. Another famous deal gone
awry was the attempt of New York developer to build a high-rise condominium on the Eastern
District Terminal, the neighborhood's abandoned waterfront site with a breathtaking view of
Manhattan. The owner, Morris Bailey, brought this site for $17 million in the early 1980's and
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proposed 20 stories. Neighborhood opposition quickly brought this project to a halt. Because the
owner was never granted the necessary zoning change, he has since leased out a large portion of
this parcel to Nekboh, a recycling and transfer station and currently the neighborhood's greatest
enemy. More recently, Nekboh has been partially shut down due to poor sanitation records. The
greed for profit in the face of a real estate market gone sour made this the most profitable industrial
use at the time.
While older residents, and many persons active with Community Board 1 have been
enthusiastic about change, many of Northside's initial wave of young artist colonizers have
displayed concern over their potential effects on the neighborhood's manufacturing base.
".. (Young persons) were extremely conscious of gentnfication and they took steps to
limit or slow down the process. Part of it was that they didn't want rents to rise --
they saw what happened in SoHo and Park Slope. And part of it was sort of an
ethic... to not have a bad influence on lower income people. There is another group of
people who own buildings in the neighborhood and have lived here a long time, and
look forward to gentrfication with all of their heart. ,6
The above passage illustrates how the link between industry and residents was rekindled in
this neighborhood during the mid-1980's and early-1990's. While industrial jobs declined overall,
63 Interview with Annette Lamado, April 1996.
6 Interview with Kevin Byrne, April 1996.
6 Ibid.
those employed in "precision, production craft, and repair occupations" rose from 12 percent to
almost 14 percent of the population. Growth in this sector was generated from the initial wave of
colonists, who brought their start-up businesses from Manhattan in the late 1980's. As real estate
prices continued to rise in Manhattan, Northside became discovered by additional groups of people
seeking affordable space near the city. Today, it has become so fashionable that many of the small
businesses who initially relocated here may not be able to stay. Economic and demographic
restructuring has contributed to loft conversions and new property investments, making change
almost certain.
Interviews with longer-term residents failed to find substantive concern over the fate of
industry in this community; many property owners are eager to convert these spaces to residential
use. In addition, as fewer people who live in the community work in the community, the thought
of lost job opportunities is less of an issue. This mismatch between workers and residents
diminishes the importance of industry to those living in the community.
Environmental Concerns of Industry:
In addition to economic interests, environmental concerns have become an issue in
Northside and throughout Community District 1 (CD1). Though not all concerns relate to
Northside exclusively, planning and zoning in Northside is directed by the policies of the
Community District. Twelve percent of all tax lots in CD1 are zoned for industry, while the
67average is around 2-to-5 percent for Brooklyn. This reality has brought a number of concerns
about industry's effect on the area's environmental health.
* Interview with Nicholas Pulanski and Annette Lamado, April 1996.
67 Special Report Prepared by Hunter College, Hazardous Neighbors? Living Next Door to Industry in
Greenpoint-Williamsburg. 1989 p. 9.
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One of the greatest problems with industrial zoning in New York is that it has become a
"catch-all" for an array of other undesirable uses. A number of transfer stations and dumping areas
68have appeared. Currently, CD1 contains 23 percent of the City's garbage industry. In addition
to the truck traffic these firms bring, they also import rodents, smell, and sometimes toxic
chemicals. Some of these facilities in Northside, like Nekboh, have been found to be operating
without a permit. Others have been found burning their waste in open air -- a violation of
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Department of Sanitation Regulations. In addition, since many of these transfer stations (like
Nekboh) are privately operated, they are not subject to the City's "Fair Share" policy, which has
been designed to protect any community from suffering the impacts of a disproportionate amount of
noxious or harmful uses. Currently, transfer/recycling stations like Nekboh are permitted as-of-
right in areas zoned for heavy manufacturing, regardless of whether there are residents nearby.
Local activist groups such as The Watchperson Project and Neighbors Against Garbage have sprung
up to address potential threats of environmental hazards resulting from the neighborhood's
industries.
CD1 is also host to a large number of bulk fuel storage facilities, two of which reside in
Northside (as of 1989). Houses are currently situated near some of these facilities. In addition, a
1987 study has found that approximately 2.9 million pounds of toxic chemicals have been
dismissed into the air; a total of 201 companies are responsible for this. The City's Right to Know
law also revealed that there are about 200 companies who store hazardous materials in
Greenpoint/Williamsburg. These include "acids, cyanides, heating oil and gasoline, liquefied
natural gas and radioactive wastes" .
6 Interview with Marie Wallen, February 1996.
69 Hunter College Report, p. 22.
70 Ibid, p. 18.
While smaller firms are generally not considered as threatening as some of the areas larger
firms, the City's broadly defined zoning policy has never made a formal distinction between
industries that work in Northside, and those which do not. The threat of environmental hazards is
evident in this community, but should be regulated in a way that is more suitable for the
community's mixed-use fabric. Otherwise, growing resentment towards industry could push the
community's planning agenda against it entirely.
There are a few reasons that many still believe that mixture between manufacturing and
housing may remain stable. Some manufacturing properties in the neighborhood could never be
converted to residential use; and demolition is infrequent in New York. Given Northside's desirable
location for industry as well as housing, it is unlikely that strong firms who own properties would
move unless they go out of business. In addition, dispersed ownership patterns may prevent the
neighborhood from suffering from abrupt cycles which occur when one property owner dominates
an entire area. These factors do not guarantee, however, that owners will not consider other uses
for their property as they become more feasible. As the economics for conversion has become
ripe, the City Planning Department has begun to consider zoning changes that will ease the
regulatory restrictions on conversions, as well.
Planning Northside: DCP and the Community Board
Community Board 1 has wanted for years to reduce its portion of industrially-zoned land.71
The Board attempted to convert some of the neighborhood's loft buildings in the 1970's and 80's,
but DCP did not support the measures. In the past, DCP has been cautious about eliminating
industrial space in the City. Now under a new administration, it has begun to reconsider this
policy. As far as the Community Board (CB1) is concerned however, DCP has not acted fast
71 Interview with Marie Wallen, February 1996.
enough. The City's new re-zoning study/proposal for the Greenpoint/Williamsburg area is
similar to that proposed for Red Hook, addressed in Chapter One. New residential uses would be
permitted in manufacturing areas, and the Eastern District Terminal would be downzoned from
heavy industrial to light industrial. Garbage and transfer stations would be eliminated without
grandfathering. DCP's position is that Williamsburg's growing population has brought housing
shortages, as well as ethnic rivalry for scarce subsidized units (though this has mainly occurred in
the southern portion of Williamsburg). DCP maintains that numerous abandoned buildings could
be used for housing, if zoning allowed. Support for the City's re-zoning proposal was outlined in a
memo from CB1 to the City, where CB1 stated its position that particular districts proposed for
study be investigated without further delay.73 The map on the following page shows areas of
Northside under consideration for rezoning to allow residential use. This is the same map as
shown on page 32; blocks under consideration for downzoning appear in dark shading. A large
number of the "light industrial" (M-1) and "predominantly industrial" (M-R) blocks have been
included in this proposal.
72 Ibid.
7 Community Board 1, CB1 Zoning Study; Preliminary Comments. Feb 14, 1996.
Map of Proposed Rezoning Areas for Northside
L:
M-3 - Standard Heavy Manufacturing District
M-1 - Standard Light Manufacturing District
M(R) Mixed Use District
R(M) Mixed Use District
Source: NYC Department of City Planning
New York's Department of City Planning has long struggled with the issue of whether
industrial uses should be protected against competing uses. According to the City's 1993 Industry
Study, the manufacturing districts mapped in New York and its Boroughs during the early 1960's
comprised about 20,000 acres of land. Today, while the number of industrial jobs have been cut
dramatically, the amount of industrially zoned land in the city has been reduced only by about five
percent.7 The Department of City planning recently made clear its agenda regarding the
importance of Brooklyn's industrial base in the following summary:
"Much of the economic activity taking place in Brooklyn's manufacturing districts is
the remainder of the manufacturing industries that once thrived in the borough:
apparel, fabricated metals, textile mill products, food and kindred products, furniture
and fixtures, and miscellaneous manufacturing."
The City has viewed the area's industries as "remnants" rather than considering the area's
potential to incubate new types of industrial and manufacturing activity. The City has taken the
position that other sectors, such as services, which are better able to expand vertically, and which
have shown a competitive advantage in New York City should be the target of further economic
development activities. Some have even argued that New York's industrial devolution has been a
deliberate political scheme of the City in favor of the finance, insurance, and real estate industries.
"You can't explain New York's de-industrialization process the way you explain
manufacturing loss in the country as a whole. New York has lost too many
manufacturing jobs. It lost them "prematurely" - that is, before the onset of the global
forces responsible for them were brought into play.",7 6
7 Department of City Planning, New Opportunities for a Changing Economy, Summary of the Citywide
Industry Report, January, 1993, p. v.
75 NYC Department of City Planning: Citywide Industry Study, 1993, p. 41.
7 6 Robert Fitch, The Assassination of New York, 1993, p. 22.
The debate has heated in the wake of another proposal by the City. A product of the
Guiliani Administration, this proposal is aimed at districts designated strictly for manufacturing and
industry. It would allow retail development larger than 20,000 square feet to locate in zones
previously restricted to manufacturing. This effort at "removing barriers to development" may
have a strong impact on Northside's industrial base. In a citywide report, authors expressed that
retail trade in New York City has been a declining sector since the 1960's, and needs the City's
support.
"The public sector must provide an atmosphere that allows retail entrepreneurs to
flourish in a safe environment, free of excessive regulation and taxation. By tapping
the spending power of the city's neighborhoods, recapturing sales lost to suburban
jurisdictions and improving the local business climate, the city can gain jobs and tax
revenues.',
Though manufacturing sectors have suffered the same sets of problems in New York City
for just as long, the City has expressed its bias here towards helping out the retail industry. While
this proposal may not directly impact Northside in the near future, it has affected other industrial
neighborhoods in Brooklyn, like Sunset Park. This plan demonstrates the City's position on
economic development. While many have noted growing similarities between industrial and retail,
Cities such as Berkeley have found that combining industrial with commercial/retail uses has had
the clear effect of rising land values to a point of unaffordability for many industries. 8 Should
Northside's larger, steel-frame structures ever become vacated, this will be a likely use for them.
Opposition to the recent proposals issued by the City Planning Department has come in
small disorganized voices; no active body at the community level has addressed the potential effects
of these pieces of legislation on the community's industries. In fact, there has been a much more
" Department of City Planning, Comprehensive Retail Strategy for New York City, 1995 p. 1.
78 Interview with Kate Squire, Department of Economic Development, City of Berkeley,
January 1996.
active citizenry supporting the rezoning efforts than questioning them. Proximity to Manhattan and
the availability of loft space has made demographic change inevitable. As the demographics of this
community have changed, its interests have changed from protecting the area's employment base to
protecting the area's property values and community identity. In addition, as the characteristics of
manufacturing in the community have become less focused on strictly production-end businesses
and more focused on trucking, warehousing and garbage industries, the community's support of
industry has further eroded.
"One of the problems of city planning is that the planning mechanism of the city has
become so parochial that it has become a planning response to every residential
neighborhood in the city. This pulls the city into a situation in which it has no real
economic plan and land use plan that reflects the needs of the city in terms of jobs and
future growth. This has led (and is leading) to a dysfunctional, decentralized system
which ultimately won't work for manufacturing. It may be nice for a while, in terms of
having control in our neighborhoods, but it will lead to more and more
unemployment.
Northside's locational advantage is valuable for many of its firms. It provides them
with opportunities not found in suburban and exurban areas. Many industries in Northside
appear to be compatible with residential uses, as well. The future of manufacturing in
communities like Northside, however, is contingent upon more than these firms' desire to
locate in urban areas, and their compatibility with other uses. Industry in a mixed-use
neighborhood requires economic compatibility, and support from the community if it is to
survive.
7 Interview with Ken Wallack , March 1996.
Chapter Five: Concluding Perspectives
As it is currently constructed, Northside's mixture of industry and housing does not work to
the full advantage of industry. The neighborhood's industrial component will not die off overnight,
though it will likely decline as a result of rising property values, diminishing support from the
community, and City's rezoning proposals. It will decline unless planners consider a more
proactive set of responses to these pressures.
The mixed-use community was not only feasible, but necessary during a time when
transportation capabilities were limited. The industrial presence of neighborhoods like Northside
was matched with a residential base largely employed in the area's industries. Noise, dust, and
other environmental problems associated with industry were still a part of the neighborhood. They
were a small cost to pay, however, for retaining the neighborhood's employment base. Without
industry, there could not have been a community.
As zoning became introduced in New York City and its outer boroughs, planners attempted
to segregate industry from housing. By the late 1960's and early 1970's, the City attempted to
untangle mixed-use areas through an urban renewal program largely biased towards manufacturing.
Northside's mixture was too intertwined to untangle. The City resolved that letting Northside alone
would allow the neighborhood to evolve in the most economically "appropriate" manner. While the
product of this evolution has become apparent for some, for many it has not occurred fast enough.
New zoning measures favoring residential uses, addressed in Chapter Four, propose to speed up the
process.
In my analysis of Northside's industrial base in Chapter Three, I found that the four criteria
addressed in Chapter One were only conditionally true. On one hand, Northside's industrial base is
composed of many smaller businesses that do not threaten nearby residents. The growth of smaller
firms appears to have occurred more recently, and may be largely due to the rising costs of space in
Manhattan during the late 1980's. For many of these firms the link to Manhattan is vital. Some
still have their administrative operations across the East River. In addition, smaller artisan-type
firms have made the name a prestigious one, constituting the first wave of gentrification. This has
pulled a new flock of residents into the community.
However, these smaller, "friendly" firms are matched by an increasing share of less than
compatible industries. These include trucking, transfer stations, and Nekboh Recycling, the
community's greatest enemy. The ironic significance of Nekboh is that its owner placed it in the
community as a result of the City's denial to grant permission for residential development. The
City's strict adherence to industrial zoning along the waterfront forced upon the community a use
which brought them to question the value of industry.
Equally apparent in Northside are those industries which fall in-between manufacturing and
services, such as warehousing and trucking firms. Trucking has been cited as a problem for
community residents; it clogs the area with noise and congestion. These firms also stretch the
meaning of industry. They do not "produce" anything, and they do not hire as many persons per
square foot as production-oriented activities. The lost employment and activity levels -- as well as
the effects associated with these growing uses -- may cause the community to rethink the value of
industry to them.
Interrelationships and collaboration among Northside's firms do not appear to be strong. I
attribute this finding to the neighborhood's industrial diversity. With different business types and
ages, as well as different supplier, customer, and capital/infrastructural needs, the potential for
interaction is limited. Michael Porter argues that business clustering can breed competitiveness; my
analysis of Northside suggests that its diversity has contributed to a continued industrial presence.
It has done this by allowing a consistent turnover rate of firms. This does not mean that Northside's
diversity will put it at an advantage forever. Lack of collaboration (resulting from diversity) in the
face of pressures from the City and Community Board may put it at a distinct disadvantage.
Support mechanisms as simple as real estate or resource sharing could be fostered with avid
leadership from a few key players. This might lead to greater collaboration, as well as increased
involvement with community planning issues that pertain to industry.
The four criteria addressed in Chapter One are relevant to the success or failure of
Northside's industries and the future of the industrial community, though they are insufficient.
They fail to address the factors necessary to maintain an industrial community over an extended
period of time, and under varying economic conditions. Interviews with Northside's businesses
and residents in Chapter Four found that economic incompatibilities between industry and housing
(the desire to convert) has already influenced the future of mixed-use in Northside. Environmental
concerns have also played a role.
This study has found evidence of owners withholding properties in order to get them
converted to residential use. Generally, the desire to convert has been stronger than the City has
been able to accommodate. This pressure may take properties out of the real estate market for
good. Northside's advantageous location for all uses, housing as well as industry, has made the
tension of mixed-use readily apparent.
While the fate of some industries in this neighborhood such as meat packaging appears
imminent, the fate of others may take time to play itself out. Some who own their property may
continue to exist in the neighborhood for years. Buildings that are unlikely to be converted to
residential use may remain industrial for some time. As the residential component of this
neighborhood increases, however, and is reinforced by new zoning policies, the economic motives
for business owners to sell their properties will rise. The power of representation for industry will
be further eroded. In addition, with the new retail zoning proposal, steel-frame structures such as
those described earlier may become likely candidates for larger, box retail operations.
Northside does not represent all mixed-use communities. It represents an extreme -- that
which occurs when the balance between two different uses is tipped in favor of the "higher and
better use". This does not mean that the mixed use community is doomed to failure. Specific
factors must be met if this prototype is to function sustainably. There are industries in Northside
that clearly do not work near housing, or in any type of a mixed-use context. New York City's
loosely-defined zoning and poor regulatory enforcement measures have contributed to the existence
of these industries. Other industries, such as smaller artisan firms, function perfectly well with
nearby residents, but may not be able to withstand the economic restructuring now occurring in the
community.
Planners in communities with a mixture of uses who wish to preserve the fabric should
consider the measures listed below to address potential incompatibilities.
e Performance Zoning:
Zoning measures to promote a mixture of industry and housing can be carried out in both
responsible and irresponsible manners. The Northside case suggests that loosely defined zoning is
not the best method for encouraging a sustainable mixture of uses. For this type of community to
persist in the face of environmental and economic pressures, planners need to be more explicit
about the uses which work in this community, and those which do not. Urban industrial
communities like Northside should have specific standards set for noise, smells, or other effects
common to these industries. Unless industries are to be relocated, zoning measures must be more
strictly enforced, and residential uses should be prohibited along the street with meat packaging. In
addition, trucking and transfer stations are clearly a problem in Northside. Their location in this
community, instead of "protected " areas, like the Brooklyn Navy Yard, should be reconsidered. It
is important for the Community Board and the City Planning Department to recognize that failure
to draw up specific definitions and enforcement measures for industry will ultimately harm
industries more than residents. Declining trust of industry has threatened them, and may continue
to do so. Alternative measures such as these could put New York City at the forefront of
innovative and proactive planning.
Ownership Assistance for Small Businesses:
As the cost of land in central city locations such as Northside rises, the potential for blue
collar jobs to remain is increasingly threatened. This study found that businesses who own their
property have been more stable in the community than those who rent. They are insulated from
changing economic conditions. Because start-up firms are rarely in a position to make large capital
investments, the cooperative model showcased by the Greenpoint Design Center (described in
Chapter Three) provides a practical and feasible model for Northside's firms. Such an
arrangement would allow smaller firms of roughly similar identities to share space, machinery,
work orders, and even employees. Northside already contains a number of loft buildings with
large floor areas that would be suitable to smaller, start-up firms. This type of set-up could
encourage businesses of similar types to cluster together in the same building and further build upon
the "agglomeration effects" that contribute to their competitiveness.
While tenants may turnover, leaving vacated spaces at times, this arrangement helps protect
the building from becoming completely vacated. It thus ensures the continued availability of
centrally-located real estate for start-up firms. The other advantage to this model is that the
"clustering" of smaller industries in contained spaces creates the essence of a mini-industrial park;
it remains protected, without being completely isolated from community activities. The role of the
public sector in leading such an initiative is most importantly to tap into local leaders, and help
cooperatives and/or community organizations purchase these sites through specially designed loans,
or other arrangements.
Conflict Resolution Measures - Giving Industy a Voice:
Nowhere is the question of who constitutes a community more important that in a mixed-
use area. Traditionally, planners have considered the community to be comprised of those who live
and sleep in the area. However, these persons may or may not be the same persons who work
there, particularly in dense urban areas. The success of industry in a mixed-use community is
contingent upon industry representatives having and maintaining a voice in matters concerning local
and citywide policies. Communities like Northside should have an active body that represents the
concerns of industry to the Community Board. There might also be a person trained in conflict
resolution to help industries and residents work through common issues, which will inevitably arise.
The institution of Community Planning in such areas needs to be reevaluated/redesigned to reflect
the concerns of all stakeholders, not just those who sleep in the area.
The above measures are suggested for communities already mixed in use. Any community
considering the creation of this prototype from scratch must look beyond the rubric of "mixed-use"
and consider more specifically what the prototype aims to accomplish. Some may be attracted to the
idea of creating 24-hour areas, which are safer and more lively than nine-to-five central business
districts and abandoned residential areas. For this end, planners could consider uses besides artisan-
type manufacturing. Cities like Berkeley, San Francisco and other parts of New York have seen the
development of inner-city areas with a mixture of residential uses and high-technology industries.
These firms fulfill all the criteria of a mixed-use community. They are small, clean and
economically compatible. They also benefit from inner-city locations and proximity to other
businesses.
However, this type of mixed-use community falls short for planners aiming specifically to
reconnect low-to-moderate skilled employment opportunities with urban residents. The emerging
orientation of high technology firms towards the professional class rather than the working class
challenges the distinction between industrial and commercial use, making these businesses appear
almost service-sector oriented. Still, for planners simply interested in encouraging a mixture of
uses that bypass most incompatibilities (which is in itself a worthy aim) this model may be a
feasible one.
Planners focusing on labor and employment issues may target disenfranchised areas with the
specific aim of encouraging low-to-moderate skilled employment opportunities, as was the case in
Red Hook. This type of planning agenda should be guided by the location of available and
affordable real estate for new industries, though it does not necessitate a fully mixed-use pattern.
When possible, it may be better for industries to develop in smaller clusters, or in areas buffered by
natural or human-made barriers -- industrial pockets. In the case that industry is situated near
housing, appropriate zoning and environmental regulatory measures are necessary to ensure that the
residential base of the community is protected from potentially harmful effects. In addition,
planners should consider early on the possibility that socio-economic restructuring, even in low-
income communities, might affect industry at some point down the line.
Ultimately, planners must weigh the benefits of a mixed-use industrial community with
those of a protected industrial sanctuary to ensure that low-skilled employment opportunities remain
available to an urban workforce. In some cases, the protective zoning and lenient environmental
standards provided by "industrial sanctuaries" may be still the best alternative for industry.
In cases where the mixed-use community is desired, planners should consider the author's
newly established criteria for evaluating when the model can be truly sustainable.
* Do the firms value their location and benefit from their location?
e Are development pressures (for new uses) low to none?
e Is it economically feasible for firms to own their space?
e Does the working population earn wages that would allow them to live in the community?
e Does the working population represent the same fundamental interests as the residential
population?
e Does the working population have a voice in community politics?
e Are environmental problems low to none?
Striking a perfect balance between all of these factors is tricky in any community. In
situations where there is available real estate and firms willing to locate in urban communities,
appropriate industrial development may still be considered for bringing in new employment
opportunities, curbing inefficient land use patterns, and creating new life. In doing this, planners
must act carefully and responsibly. They must ensure that these areas contain proactive zoning and
enforcement measures, as well as opportunities for industry to bypass economic uncertainties and
real estate pressures that are likely to be encountered over time.
APPENDIX I: List of Use Group M
The following list is taken directly from the text of New York City's Zoning Resolution, regarding
the Northside Mixed Use District. The following list, Use Group M, is the group of manufacturing
uses which are allowed to expand in the R(M) (predominantly residential) portions of the Northside
Mixed Use District. They can also be developed with special permit.
Apparel and Tetile Manufacturing Establishments
Apparel or other textile products from textiles or other materials, including hat bodies or similar
products.
Canvas or canvas products
Fur goods, not including tanning or dying
Hair, felt or leather products, except washing, curing or dyeing
Hosiery
Leather products, including shoes, machine belting, or similar products
Textiles, spinning, weaving, manufacturing, knit goods, yarn, thread or cordage, but not dyeing or
printing.
Other Manufacturing or Commercial Establishments
Advertising displays
Automotive service stations, open or enclosed, provided that facilities for lubrication, minor
repairs, or washing are permitted only if located within a completely enclosed building
Automobile, truck, motorcycle or trailer repairs
Brushes or brooms
Building materials or contractors' yards, open or enclosed, including sales, storage, or handling of
building materials, with no limitations on lot area preestablishment, provided that any yard in which
such use is conducted is completely enclosed on all sides by a solid opaque fence or wall (including
opaque solid entrance and exit gates) of suitable uniform material and color, at least eight feet in
height and constructed in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the Commissioner
of Buildings
Cameras or other photographic equipment, including film
Ceramic products, custom manufacturing
Cork products
Electrical appliances (small), including lighting fixtures, irons, fans, toasters, toys, or similar
appliances
Electrical equipment assembly (small) including home radio or television receivers, home movie
equipment's or similar products, but not including electrical machinery
Electrical glazing, heating, painting, paper hanging, plumbing, roofing or ventilating contractors'
establishments, open or enclosed, with open storage limited to 5,000 square feet of floor area per
establishment
Use Group M - continued
Electrical supplies, including wire or cable assembly, switches, lamps insulation, dry cell batteries
or similar supplies.
Food products, except slaughtering of meat or preparation of fish for packing
Glass products from previously manufactured glass
Ice, dry or natural
Jewelry
Laboratories, research, experimental or testing, except those that involve dangerous or potential
explosive activities
Luggage
Lumber yards
Machinery, heavy, including electrical, construction, mining, or agricultural, including repairs
Machinery, miscellaneous, including washing machines, firearms, refrigerators, air conditioning,
commercial motion picture equipment, or similar products
Machines, business, including typewriters, accounting machines, calculators, card-counting
equipment, or similar products
Machine tools, including metal lathes, metal presses, metal stamping machines, woodworking
machines, or similar products
Mattresses, including rebuilding or renovating
Metal casting or foundry products, heavy, including ornamental iron works or similar products
Metal finishing, plating, grinding, sharpening, polishing, cleaning, rust-proofing, heat treatment or
similar processes
Metal or metal products, treatment or processing, including enameling, japanning, lacquering,
laminating, galvanizing, or similar processes
Metal stamping or extrusion, including costume jewelry, pins and needles, razor blades, bottle
caps, buttons, kitchen utensils, or similar products
Musical instruments, except pianos or organs
Novelty products
Optical or precision instruments
Orthopedic or medical appliances, including artificial limbs, braces, supports, stretchers, or similar
appliances
Packing or crating establishments
Paper products, including envelopes, stationery, bags, boxed shipping containers, bulk goods,
tubes, wallpaper printing, or similar products
Plastic products, including tableware, phonograph records, buttons, or similar products
printing or publishing
Produce or meat markets, wholesale
Public parking garages or public parking lots with capacity of 150 spaces or less.. .Public parking
garages may be open or enclose, provided that no portion of such use shall be located on a roof
other than a roof which is immediately above a cellar or basement.
Use Group M - continued
Scrap metal, junk, paper or rages storage, sorting, or baling, provided that any yard in which such
use is conducted is completely enclosed on all sides by a solid opaque fence or wall (including solid
opaque entrance and exit gates) of suitable uniform material and color, at least eight feet in height
and constructed in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the Commissioner of
Buildings
Soaps or detergents, including fat rendering
Sporting or athletic equipment, including balls, baskets, cues, gloves, bats, rods, or similar
products
Statuary, mannequins, figurines, or religious or church art, excluding foundry operations
Steel, structural products, including bars, girders, rails, wire rope or similar products
Television, radio, phonograph or household appliance repair shops
Tobacco, including curing, or tobacco products
Tool, die or pattern making establishments, or similar small machine shops
Tools or hardware, including bolts, nuts, screws, doorknobs, drills, or similar products
Toys
Trucking terminals or motor freight stations
Umbrellas
Vehicles, children's (bicycles, etc.)
Venetian blinds, window shades or awnings
Warehouses
Watch making
Wholesale establishments, with no limitation on accessory storage
Wood products, cabinet making, pencils, baskets and other small products
Wood pulp or fiber, reduction or processing, including paper mill operations
APPENDIX H: Methodology Used for ES-202 Data
Complete information on industries at the neighborhood level is difficult to obtain,
particularly for private entities. The State Department of Labor (ES-202) will provide data by 2-
digit SIC code down to the zip code level. The data on the Northside District used in this study
was prepared by the Department of City Planning (DIP), who obtained the data directly from the
State Department of Labor. Because of DCP's public sector status, they were able to obtain the
names and addresses of businesses throughout the city (names and addresses would not be disclosed
to private entities). DCP then geocoded this data down to the tract level. The area which DCP
marked off as its study area for Northside includes the outer fringes of the neighborhood, making it
slightly larger than the area designated for the study. It is shown on the following page.
As a private entity, the most disaggregated form of data I could obtain from the State
Department of Labor was at the zip code level. Generally, the smaller the area of study, the more
restrictive the disclosure of specific information. If the geographic area is small enough that one
industry type becomes singled out, the data will not be disclosed. The best data I could obtain
directly from the Department of Labor was data on 2-digit SIC codes for the two zip codes
representing the Greenpoint/Williamsburg area in which Northside is situated. This area is
significant, however, because it has a large amount of industry in it. I also obtained these data for
Brooklyn and for New York City, between 1989 and 1993. Having already received the same
data on Northside from DCP, I was able to compare the performance of particular sectors over time
and over space. These datasets appear in the following pages.
Northside Study Area - Defined by The Department of City Planning
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ES - 202 Data
Northside Study Area (geocoded by DCP)
All Industries Firms 89 Firms 89 Firms 93 EmpI 93 %^Firms %^EmpI
15 general contractors 11 50 12 80 8.33% 37.50%
16 heavy construction 0 0 0 0
17 special trade contr. 64 1129 56 863 -14.29% -30.82%
20 food and kindred 13 334 13 511 0.00% 34.64%
22 textile mill 19 266 15 263 -26.67% -1.14%
23 apparel and access 51 1427 54 1403 5.56% -1.71%
24 lumber and wood 4 d 9 61 55.56%
25 furniture and fixtures 14 350 7 98 -100.00% -257.14%
26 paper and allied 7 173 7 276 0.00% 37.32%
27 printing and publishing 9 55 11 125 18.18% 56.00%
28 chemicals and allied 8 54 4 42 -100.00% -28.57%
30 rubber and plast 5 176 6 209 16.67% 15.79%
31 leather, etc 4 134 4 150 0.00% 10.67%
32 stone, clay and glass 5 109 4 99 -25.00% -10.10%
33 primary metals 1 d 0 0
34 fabricated metals 22 407 17 331 -29.41% -22.96%
35 industrial/commercial 19 196 14 165 -35.71% -18.79%
36 electronic 5 78 5 41 0.00% -90.24%
39 miscellaneous 17 910 14 531 -21.43% -71.37%
42 trucking/warehousing 22 d 24 410 8.33%
50 wholesale trade:dur 44 526 49 480 10.20% -9.58%
51 wholesale trade:non-dur 83 720 101 1071 17.82% 32.77%
SIC Code SIC Group
Total Study Area 669 10105 676 10670 1.04% 5.30%
Total Industrial 461 7625 463 7556 0.43% -0.91%
Construction 75 1179 68' 943 -10.29% -25.03%
Manufacturing 204 4833 185 4338 -10.27% -11.41%
TCPU 25 203 34 600 26.47% 66.17%
Wholesale Trade 127 1246 150 1551 15.33% 19.66%
Non Industrial 208 2480 213 3114 2.35% 20.36%
ES - 202 Data 7
Greenpoint/Williamsburg (zip codes 11211 and 11222)
SIC Group Firms 89 EmpI 89 Firms 93 EmpI 93 %AFirms %AEmpl
All Industries 1313 24,967 1,318 20,671 0.38% -20.78%
15 general contractors 55 410 55 436 0.00% 5.96%
16 heavy construction 5 238 5 118 0.00% -101.69%
17 special trade contr. 206 2,807 198 2294 -3.88% -22.36%
20 food and kindred 39 1,359 38 1331 -2.56% -2.10%
22 textile mill 62 1,736 51 1511 -17.74% -14.89%
23 apparel and access 131 3,438 123 2655 -6.11% -29.49%
24 lumber and wood 17 610 27 228 58.82% -167.54%
25 furniture and fixtures 33 919 25 412 -24.24% -123.06%
26 paper and allied 24 658 28 632 16.67% -4.11%
27 printing and publishing 34 412 36 318 5.88% -29.56%
28 chemicals and allied 19 317 17 232 -10.53% -36.64%
30 rubber and plast 16 699 15 706 -6.25% 0.99%
31 leather, etc 17 522 9 277 -47.06% -88.45%
32 stone, clay and glass 7 111| 6 170 -14.29% 34.71%
33 primary metals 10 230 8 130 -20.00% -76.92%
34 fabricated metals 59 1,173 45 1091 -23.73% -7.52%
35 industrial/commercial 38 437 31 292 -18.42% -49.66%
36 electronic 11 1,082 14 627 27.27% -72.57%
39 miscellaneous 33 1,088 30 734 -9.09% -48.23%
42 trucking/warehousing 82 1,462 89 1276 8.54% -14.58%
50 wholesale trade:dur 178 1,613 190 1655 6.74% 2.54%
51 wholesale trade:non-dur 230 3,513 275 3496 19.57% -0.49%
SIC Code SIC Group Firms 89 EmpI 89 Firms 93 EmpI 93 %AFirms %AEmpl
All Selected Industries 1,363 25,390 1,378 22,035 1.10% -15.23%
Construction 266 3,455 258 2,848 -3.01% -21.31%
Manufacturing 557 14,924 506 11,396 -9.16% -30.96%
TCPU 132 1,885 149 2,640 12.88% 28.60%
Wholesale Trade 408 5,126, 465 5,151 13.97% 0.49%
ES-202 Data
Brooklyn Borough
SIC Group Firms 89 EmpI 89 Firms 93 EmpI 93 %^ Firms %A Empi
All Industries 9018 129820 8,640 106245 -4.19% -18.16%
15 general contractors 816 4637 662 3506 -18.87% -24.39%
16 heavy construction 53 1103 54 985 1.89% -10.70%
17 special trade contr. 2047 17062 1,870 12934 -8.65% -24.19%
20 food and kindred 198 7392 190 6652 -4.04% -10.01%
22 textile mill 277 8534 218 7149 -21.30% -16.23%
23 apparel and access 760 16825 834 15008 9.74% -10.80%
24 lumber and wood 91 1397 75 951 -17.58% -31.93%
25 furniture and fixtures 150 4307 127 2450 -15.33% -43.12%
26 paper and allied 99 3353 93 2776 -6.06% -17.21%
27 printing and publishing 283 8392 245 4008 -13.43% -52.24%
28 chemicals and allied 74 2869 59 2562 -20.27% -10.70%
30 rubber and plast 82 2758 70 2224 -14.63% -19.36%
31 leather, etc 40 1218 29 810 -27.50% -33.50%
32 stone, clay and glass 50 1504 44 1001 -12.00% -33.44%
33 primary metals 28 547 21 346 -25.00% -36.75%
34 fabricated metals 281 4951 211 3685 -24.91% -25.57%
35 industrial/commercial 151 2196 126 1542 -16.56% -29.78%
36 electronic 84 3052 70 1985 -16.67% -34.96%
39 miscellaneous 191 4921 167 4061 -12.57% -17.48%
42 trucking/warehousing 522 5408 467 5054 -10.54% -6.55%
50 wholesale trade:dur 1279 10941 1370 10254 7.11% -6.28%
51 wholesale trade:non-dur 1397 14409 1587 15214 13.60% 5.59%
SIC Code SIC Group
All Selected Industries 10004 143328 9658 124452 -3.46% -13.17%
Construction 2916 22802 2586 17425 -11.32% -23.58%
Manufacturing 2904 75925 2630 58298 -9.44% -23.22%
TCPU 1508 18984 1485 23261 -1.53% 22.53%
Wholesale Trade 2676 25617 2957 25468 10.50% -0.58%
ES-202 Data
New York City
SIC Group Firms 89 EmpI 89 Firms 93 EmpI 93 %AFirms %AEmpl
All Industries 47954 724850 43749 588195 -8.77% -18.85%
15 general contractors 3137 24471 2502 17943 -20.24% -26.68%
16 heavy construction 246 7656 288 8815 17.07% 15.14%
17 special trade contr. 7409 88534 6698 60995 -9.60% -31.11%
20 food and kindred 488 18434 453 15443 -7.17% -16.23%
22 textile mill 662 17817 514 14160 -22.36% -20.53%
23 apparel and access 4558 102468 4117 85402 -9.68% -16.65%
24 lumber and wood 233 4098 214 2773 -8.15% -32.33%
25 furniture and fixtures 378 8113 290 4497 -23.28% -44.57%
26 paper and allied 230 10845 211 8542 -8.26% -21.24%
27 printing and publishing 3131 87207 2644 72432 -15.55% -16.94%
28 chemicals and allied 229 18084 197 16353 -13.97% -9.57%
30 rubber and plast 198 5724 170 4556 -14.14% -20.41%
31 leather, etc 269 6037 164 3481 -39.03% -42.34%
32 stone, clay and glass 172 3634 147 2352 -14.53% -35.28%
33 primary metals 85 1972 83 1539 -2.35% -21.96%
34 fabricated metals 675 13486 528 10225 -21.78% -24.18%
35 industrial/commercial 489 8061 396 5564 -19.02% -30.98%
36 electronic 365 16658 322 13693 -11.78% -17.80%
39 miscellaneous 1592 28057 1370 23546 -13.94% -16.08%
42 trucking/warehousing 1854 26673 1756 28581 -5.29% 7.15%
50 wholesale trade:dur 9477 100561 8841 75451 -6.71% -24.97%
51 wholesale trade:non-dur 11791 115711 11624 104846 -1.42% -9.39%
SIC Group Firms 89 EmpI 89 Firms 93 EmpI 93 %AFirms %AEmpl
All Selected Industries 53494 897694 49362 757485 -7.72% -15.62%
Construction 10792 120661 9488 87753 -12.08% -27.27%
Manufacturing 14055 362645 12049 292460 -14.27% -19.35%
TCPU [ 7379 198876 7360 196975 -0.26% -0.96%
_ Wholesale Trade 21268 216272 20465 180297 -3.78% -16.63%
APPENDIX III: Methodology Used for Data on Northside's Current Industries:
In addition to the ES-202 data from the State Department of Labor, I constructed a database on the
name, address, age and size of 133 industrial firms currently operating in Northside, which is used
in the analysis of businesses in Chapter Three. This database represents only a sample of all firms
found in Northside. The information came from several sources. First, Dun and Bradstreet
compiles an annual listing of industries by zip code, with information on size, age, SIC code,
ownership, and address. This database has a reputation for missing smaller and less established
businesses -- an important factor considering the characteristics of Northside's industrial base.
Another source was an ongoing database from the Empire State Development Corporation.
Although this source does a better job of including the names, addresses, and size of smaller, less
visible businesses, it is not updated regularly. These data had to be cross-referenced with 1996
business listings for Williamsburg to ensure accuracy. Third, Interviews with firms gathered
additional information on 27 additional in Northside. The fourth source was site visits to the
neighborhood. While this revealed some firms missed from earlier data, it was the most difficult
method for obtaining information because firms in Northside do not typically have signs out, or
doors open, and are frequently situated on higher stories in loft buildings. In addition, some signs
are still posted for firms no longer in business. This data is not a fully randomized sample,
considering the collection methods described above.
As can be seen in the table below, the analysis of industry's ages in Northside was limited
to firms whose data were available either from Dun & Bradstreet or from personal interviews.
Name Address Sector Type Age Size UptoDate? Complete?
ES-202 no yes no yes no no
ESDC yes yes no no yes no
Dun&Bradst yes yes yes yes yes no
Phone Book yes no no no yes yes
Site Visit yes no no no no no
Interview Self Selective
Northside Businesses Tracked
Name St Number St Name Age # Empi Type
786 Ironworks 147 North 9 6 9 steel products
A&M Food Distrib 114 North 6 10 22 packaged froz goods
Al Stamping 288 North 8 24 24 metal stamping
Adar Import 130 North 4 21 22 electrical appliances
Albest 1 Kent 37 100 metal stamping
Alger Creations, Inc 50 North 4 42 30 plastics products
All City Poultry 211 North 4 65 65 poultry slaughtering
All Kind Quilting 128 Wythe 46 20 piece goods, notions
All Plating Corp 154 North 7 40 40 plating
Allan Zipper 70 Berry 50 fasteners, buttons,
Alpine Paper Recycling 2 North 5 12 20 refuse systems
Ambidextrous 136 Metro 54 wood products
Applied Circuits 155 North 4 25 22 circut boards
Art Poly Bag Mfg 140 Metro 3 misc manuf
Atlantic Veal & Lamb 120 Berry 4 65 packaged frozen
Auster Rubber 238 North 9 48 25 indus supplies
Barclay Moving & Sto 204 North 11 30 warehousing/sto
Baretti Carting Corp 2 North 5 36 90 trucking/ no sto
Bark Frameworks 118 North 11 6 10 make frames
Barouh Eaton Allen 67 Kent 41 450 carbon paper
Belle Knitting 184 Kent 40 34 knitting mills
Berley Indus 223 North 8 35 100 air conditioning
Berry Packing 120 Berry 40 30 meats
Best Way Corp 475 Driggs 12 50 trucking/ no sto
Beverage Corp of NY 85 North 5 3 30 groceries & rel
BNT Sportswear 75 Robling 6 20 misc apparel
Boxart 79 North 5 5 10 make boxes
Brooklyn Brewery 118 North 11 9 27 beer & ale
Carols & Alex 55 Berry 5 13 furniture
Cathosphere 97 North 10 5
Chef's Delight 94 North 8 89 8 meat packing
Chromium Plating 373 Wythe 31 35 fabricated metal
Citipostal 20 North 12 17 35 trucking/ no sto
Classic Fuel Oil 9 Wythe 12 14 fuel oil
Cleaners Sis & Equip 135 Kent 33 30 service establ equ
Colonial Mirror & Glass 35 Kent 63 67 products of glass
Columbia Woodworking 93 North 9 32 25 wood partitions
Cougar Electms 240 Wythe 26 25 electrical apparati
Cowtan & Tout 201 Berry 28 warehousing/sto
Creston Glass Pdts 248 North 8 29 purchased glass
Danielle Sportswear 184 Kent 12 25 womens outerwear
Dash Metalf Pdts 210 North 10 20 32 fabricated metal
Design Pleating 75 North 4 5 30 womens suits
Eagle Seafood Producer 56 North 3 14 25 fish & seafood
Esskay Pleating 238 North 9 27 25 auto & appar trim
Excel Zipper 70 Berry 24 50 fasteners, etc.
Excellent Art 172 North 10 37 26 household furnish
Exclusive Mill Work 470 Kent 6 5 doorstframes
Express Processing 315 Berry 16 35 knit outwear mills
F&W Mechanical 139 North 10 4
G&S Designs 322 Wythe 47 3 furniture
Glamarite Corp 72 Berry 33 30 household furnish
Gotham Container 131 North 14 22 20 indus/pers paper
Hertling Industries 500 Driggs 16 250 men's & boy's cloth
Ideal Fire Control 132 Metropol 16 40 plumbing, heating
Jacobs Louis & Sons 161 North 4 50 20 indus/pers serv pap
Jam Knits Assoc 184 Kent 11 24 knit outwear mills
Jaybee Prod 132 North 5 10 20 home furnishings
Jinhan Food 80 North 5 18 25 groceries & related
Jolee Consolidators 112 North 12 4 35 trucking/ no sto
Karl & Gail 60 Broadway 9 3 furniture
Lexington Glass 50 N 1 36 6 glass products
IH Trousers 189 North 9 6 90 mens trousers
Lion's Novelties 97 North 10 38 50 plastics products
Liteco Enterprises 67 North 11 7 29 luggage
LS Knitting 240 Wythe 28 40 knit outerwear mill
M&V Provisions 146 North 6 47 22 dairy products
Marie Industries 75 North 4 4 93 knit outwear mills
Marina Dela Ray 65 Robling 4 35 mens clothing
Mark Slide Fast 70 Berry 43 40 fastners, etc.
Merzon Leather 85 North 3 53 80 luggage
Mill Paper Box Co 63 North 8 35 30 paper boxes
Millcraft Mfg Corp 75/80 North 11/ Wythe 53 30 fabric, cotton
Millenium Contracting 30 Havermey 4 35 resident constr
Morgenstern Bros WhI 281 North 7 37 21 groceries
Morrison Mfg Co 500 Driggs 38 100 men's suits & coats
Mura 130 North 4 12 41 telephone apparati
National Display Mat. 69 North 6 12
National Sawdust 69 North 6 12
Nationwide Stiching 200 North 14 15 20 pleating & stich
Necboh Recycling 2 North 5 10 150 trucking/ no sto
Newcastle Fabrics 80 Wythe 50 35 broadwoven fabrics
North Berry Concrete 8 Berry 19 200 concrete work
NYC Dept of Sanitation 50 Kent 145 trucking/ no sto
Patti & Son 8 Berry 24 40 chemical preps
Penthouse Indus 84 North 9 22 85 household furnit
Pivot Metal Works, Inc 1 Kent 24 50 manuf industries
Puccio Marble 661 Driggs 40 15 marble works
Puritan Lighting 255 North 7 50 lighting equipt
Quality Sportswear 390 Berry 25
Quick Bias 80 North 5 10 17
Regency Metal 133 North 7 6 45 metal stampings
Rexel, Inc 71 North 6 21 indust machinery
Rialto Furniture 150 North 5 6 35 furniture
RoJo Meats 99 North 6 20 20 meat market
Rosenwatch Tanks 87 North 9 50 wood containers
Saville Row Neckwear 132 North 5 4 70 men's & boy's neck
Schiff Food Prod. 190 Berry 47 20 groceries & rel
Seritex, Inc. 55 Berry 8 textile printers
SKH Trading Co 510 Driggs 2 20 groceries, distrib
Square Sportswear 132 North 5 30 30
Square Sportswear 132 North 5 35 30 knit outwear mills
Star City Sportswear 184 Kent 12 55 women's outerwear
Star Enterprise 1 North 12 40 petroleum products
Star Glass 107 North 1 30 1 glass products
Star Poly Bag 94 North 13 35 25 bags
Star Poly Bag Mfg. North 12 25 25
Star Soap & Candle 300 North 7 33 40 manuf indust
Sunset Hat 83 North 3 30 40 hats, caps, etc.
Swift & Mark 70 Berry 60 fastners, etc.
Sylvan Equipt L 91 North 12 241 40j heavy const rental
Technopoly Mfg. 20 Wythe 17 28 bags, plastic, etc.
Tern Construction 223 North 8 29 20 nonres construction
Top Shape Steel 250 Bedford 26 40 corrugated boxes
Tops Meat Warehouse 89 North 6 4 14 meat & fish
Vaslock Security 61 Metropol 5 15 misc retail
Vigorito Constrn Corp 285 Metro 10 22 contractors, plumb..
Western Carpet 202 Wythe 50 70 home furnish
York Display Co 240|Kent 37 75 paperboard mill
APPENDIX IV: A Note on Interviews
I attempted to collect qualitative information on Northside's industries through telephone
interviews with business representatives. In this study, I chose to focus on telephone interviews for
two reasons. The first and more obvious was the locational constraint of being in Massachusetts
while doing this study. The second reason, however, was that Northside's industries are not readily
evident in site visits. Of my several visits and walk-throughs in Northside, I found it difficult to
discern industries currently in business. Few have signs on their doors, many even lack front doors
and front offices. Many only have loading docks, which they keep shut on cloudy or cold days. In
a walk-through inventory of industries, I came up with only 60 or 70 names of firms, which I knew
(from a scan of phone listings) was dramatically small.
Telephone interviews did not always bring the best results. I estimate conservatively that I
attempted calling about 100 firms. Some were willing to talk, others hung up after my
introduction. But there some useful results. Most of these phone interviews lasted about 3-to-5
minutes.
Most of the other interviews for this study were conducted in person, and ranged from 30
minutes to 2 hours in length. Persons interviewed included representatives from Northside's
neighborhood groups, residents and former residents, a Realtor, a neighborhood contractor,
members of the Community Board, and representatives from the Department of City Planning,
other City departments, and non-profit advocacy groups. These names and titles appear on the
following page.
APPENDIX V: List of Contacts/Persons Interviewed
General Contacts:
James Kostaras
Kevin Byrne
David Bradford
Josh Dorman
John Dereszewski
Marie Wallen
Linda Cox
Guilene Guerrier
Pearl Anish
Ken Wallach
Barbara Byrne
Hilda Blanco
Isabel Hill
David Sweeney
Ben Siegel
Barry Dinerstein
Syed Ahmed
Annette Jamando
Nicholas Pulanski
Chris Boyd
Chris Jones
Tom Wright
Virginia Hopley
Tom Angotti
Boston Redevelopment Authority
Resident/Contractor
Former Northside Resident
Former Northside Resident
Community Board 1
Community Board 1
The Municipal Arts Planning Society of NY
North Brooklyn Development Corporation
North Brooklyn Development Corporation
NY Department of Business Services
NYC Economic Development Corporation
Professor, Hunter College
Economic Development Consultant
Greenpoint Design Center
East Williamsburg Development Corporation
NYC Department of City Planning
NYC Department of City Planning
Northside Community Development Council
Northside Community Development Council
Brooklyn Borough President's Office
Regional Plan Association
Regional Plan Association
PHD Student, UNC, Chapel Hill
Professor of Urban Planning, Pratt
Businesses Interviewed:
Lexington Glass Company
G&S Designs
Colonial Mirror and Glass Company
Vicar Handbag Company
Rialto Furniture
Star Glass Company
786 Ironworks Corporation
Carlos & Alex Atelier
Puccio European Marble Works
Exclusive Mill Work
Quick Bias and Novelty Company
Lion's Novelties
Jacob Louis and Sons
Bark Frameworks
All Plating Corporation
Chromium Plating and Polishing
Star Poly Bag Manufacturing
All Kind Quilting Company
Nationwide Quilting Corporation
Karl and Gail Screen Printing
Chef's Delight
Square Sportswear Company
Mill Paper Box Company
RoJo Meats
Boxart
Candle Corporation of America
All City Poultry
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